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ABSTRACT

Order-preserving encryption (OPE) has been extensively stud-

ied formore than two decades in the context of outsourceddatabases

because OPE is a key enabling technique to allow the outsourced

database servers to sort encrypted tuples in order to build in-

dexes, complete range queries, and so forth. The state-of-the-

art OPE schemes require (i) a stateful client—implying that the

client manages the local storage of somemapping between plain-

texts and ciphertexts, and/or (ii) the interaction between the client

and the server during the query. In production systems, however,

the above assumptions do not always hold (not to mention per-

formance overhead): In the first case, the storage requirement

could exceed the capability of the client; In the second case, the

clients may not be accessible when the server executes a query

involving sort or comparison.

This paper proposes a new OPE scheme that works for state-

less clients and requires no client-server interaction during the

queries. The key idea of our proposed protocol is to leverage

the underlying additive property of a homomorphic encryption

scheme such that the sign of the difference between two plain-

texts can be revealed by some algebraic operations with an eval-

uation key. We will demonstrate the correctness and security of

the proposed protocol in this short paper; the implementation

and experimental results will be presented in an extended re-

port.

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and Motivation

For the last two decades, we have witnessed the inception and

prosperity of database as a service (DaaS) since the seminal pa-

per [13] in ICDE’02. As of the writing of this paper, all major

cloud computing vendors (e.g., Amazon Web Services, Google

Cloud Platform, Microsoft Azure) support DaaS, which allows

users to avoid the upfront cost ofmanaging their in-house databases.

Aswith any outsourced service, the security of outsourceddatabases

has been one of the top concerns for users; One avenue of re-

search to address the security concern is to encrypt the user’s

sensitive data before uploading them to the outsourced data-

base [22].

As a double-edged sword, encrypted tuples bring up new chal-

lenges in outsourced databases: Critical workloads like building

indexes cannot be supported in the database system due to the

randomness of encrypted tuples. To that end, in SIGMOD’04,

Agrawal et al. [1] proposed to encode the plaintext in the out-

sourced database while retaining the numerical order of the cor-

responding plaintexts; however, the approach generated deter-

ministic ciphertexts that can leak the plaintext repetition.
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In EuroCrypt’09, Boldyreva et al. [4] presented the first se-

curity definition of OPE. Following the convention of cryptog-

raphy, the definition is based on the canonical structure of an

encryption scheme: (i) The security goal is computational in-

distinguishability, (ii) The threat model is to allow the adver-

sary to obtain a polynomial number of ciphertexts of arbitrary

plaintexts, i.e., the so-called chosen-plaintext attack (CPA), and

(iii) A simulation-based reduction is suggested to prove that the

distinguishability between two ciphertexts is negligible. Unfor-

tunately, it was shown that the indistinguishability under the

standard CPA model was impossible because the CPA defini-

tion was overly strong and could be easily violated if the ad-

versary learned about the orders of the plaintexts. To that end,

a relaxed security notion, namely indistinguishability under or-

dered chosen-plaintext attack (IND-OCPA), was proposed by [4].

IND-OCPA was similar to IND-CPA except for allowing the ad-

versary to learn about the order of the plaintext.

Not long after IND-OCPA was proposed, Popa et al. [21] in

Oakland’13 pointed out that IND-OCPA was vulnerable to the

well-known frequency attack. As a result, a stronger security no-

tion [17] was proposed in CCS’15, i.e., indistinguishability under

frequency-analyzingand ordered chosen-plaintext attack (IND-FAOCPA).

Multiple “modern” OPE schemes claimed to meet IND-FAOCPA,

such as [19, 25]; however, one recent work [6] in VLDB’23 pointed

out that there was an inherent barrier to support fully IND-FAOCPA

if checking ciphertext equality prohibited.

While the cryptography and security communities strive to

define and prove theOPE security from a theoretical perspective,

the database and system communities are equally interested in

developing practical systems and services based on OPE, such as

Microsoft Azure [2] as reported in SIGMOD’20. An evaluation

paper [3] in VLDB’19 provided a thorough summary of major

OPE schemes as of 2019.

As of the writing of this paper, the latest OPE scheme in out-

sourced databases remains OPEAproposed in VLDB’21 [19]. The

limitation of OPEA, as well as many other OPE schemes, lies

at the client storage. As a stateful scheme, OPEA requires the

client to maintain a local table to keep track of the plaintext or-

ders. Some alternative solutions, such as POPE [25], do not suffer

from the client storage, and yet have other limitations,such as

a non-constant number of communication rounds between the

client and the server during the queries. In summary, state-of-the-

art OPE solutions in outsourced databases suffer from the storage

overhead on stateful clients and/or the communication overhead

between the client and the server during the queries.

1.2 Proposed Work

In this work, we propose a new OPE scheme, called Homomor-

phic OPE (HOPE), which (i) incurs zero client storage, making

the client completely stateless; and (ii) incurs zero communica-

tion between the client and the server, allowing the outsourced

database server to reveal the order of encrypted tuples offline.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.03559v1


The key idea of HOPE is to leverage the additive property of ho-

momorphic encryption such that the comparison between two

encrypted tuples can be transformed into a randomized differ-

ence between the two tuples while retaining the sign between

their subtraction. Specifically, we will present the following in

the remainder of this short paper:

• A new OPE scheme called HOPE is designed that does

not incur any client storage or client-server communica-

tion; (Section §3)

• The security of HOPE is formally proved. (Section §4)

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Order-Preserving Encryption in

Databases

The concept of order-preserving encryption (OPE)was originally

proposed in the database community [1]. The motivation is ev-

ident: how could we achieve both the confidentiality and the

orders of sensitive data in an outsourced database? The confi-

dentiality part is obvious and the order requirement is also well

justified: it is very common for database systems to build �+-

tree indexes to speed up the range and insertion queries and

being able to sort or order the outsourced data sets is essential

to achieve this goal.

The conventional solution to achieve the dual goals is some-

what straightforward: the plaintexts are encoded with the help

of some statistical distribution such that the encoded values re-

main in the same order as the plaintext, which was insecure be-

cause the encoded values are deterministic [2]. The solution is to

introduce some function for the database to order the encrypted

tuples without relying on the raw values of ciphertexts, which is

called order-revealing encryption (ORE) [5]. Accordingly, a new

security notion was proposed to allow the adversary to learn

about the orders of plaintexts, resulting in the so-called indistin-

guishability under ordered chosen-plaintext attack (IND-OCPA).

Although there are many methods to calculate the order values,

such methods can be categorized into two types: (i) a stateful

scheme where the client and the server coordinate to maintain

the order information of encrypted records in the database [21],

and (ii) a stateless scheme where the order information can be re-

trieved on the fly [28]. Most OPE schemes in the literature focus

on the stateful approach; The proposed HOPE scheme is state-

less to avoid the storage and performance overhead.

It turned out that there were new issues for ORE and IND-

OCPA: Multiple IND-OCPA schemes [4, 21] are vulnerable to

attacks that leverage the access patterns of the queries. To that

end, a newer notion is defined, namely indistinguishability under

frequency-analyzing ordered chosen-plaintext attack (IND-FAOCPA).

Multiple IND-FAOCPA schemes have been proposed in the lit-

erature, such as [17, 19, 25]. A relatively recent evaluation pa-

per [3] reports the performance of some of the most popular

OPE schemes, including the aforementioned schemes and a few

others [7, 8, 18]. It was reported that leveraging homomorphic

encryption [20] and garbled circuit [31] could further improve

the query performance of OPE [30]; however, it is unclear how

to support efficient insert operations. As of the writing of this pa-

per, OPEA [19] achieves the best performance in almost all the

metrics, although we are not aware of any production database

systems taking this approach.

2.2 Homomorphic Encryption in Databases

The notion homomorphism refers to a class of functions that pre-

serve the algebraic structures of the input and output spaces.

More specifically, an algebraic group1 can be relabelled and trans-

formed, through a homomorphic function, into another algebraic

group without changing the relationship among the elements.

An algebraic group is defined a nonempty set of elements along

with a binary operator satisfying the closure, associativity, iden-

tity, and inverse properties.

Homomorphic encryption (HE) is a specific type of encryp-

tion where certain algebraic operations between operands in

the plaintext space (e.g., group �) can be semantically mapped

to well-defined functions over the elements in the ciphertext

space (e.g., group� ). For example, if an HE encryption algorithm

�4=2 (·) is additive, then the plaintexts with + operations can be

translated into a homomorphic addition ⊕ on the ciphertexts.

Formally, if 0 and 1 are plaintexts, the relationship is defined as:

�42 (�4=2 (0) ⊕ �4=2 (1)) = 0 + 1,

where �42 denotes the decryption algorithm. As a concrete ex-

ample, setting �4=2 (G) = 2G (temporarily disregarding secu-

rity considerations of �4=2 (·)) demonstrates that �4=2 (0 +1) =

20+1 = 20 × 21 = �4=2 (0) × �4=2 (1), indicating that ⊕ corre-

sponds to arithmetic multiplication ×.

An HE scheme enabling additive operations is termed addi-

tive. Popular additive HE schemes include Paillier [20], which is

an asymmetric scheme using a pair of public and private keys.

An HE scheme that supportsmultiplication is saidmultiplicative.

Similarly, a multiplicative HE scheme guarantees the following

equality,

�42 (�4=2 (0) ⊗ �4=2 (1)) = 0 × 1,

where ⊗ denotes the homomorphic multiplication over the ci-

phertexts.

An HE scheme that supports both addition and multiplication

is called a Fully Homomorphic Encryption (FHE) scheme. This

requirement should not be confused with specific addition and

multiplication parameters, such as Symmetria [26] andNTRU [16].

That is, the addition andmultiplicationmust be supported homo-

morphically under the same scheme �4=2 (·):{
�42 (�4=2 (0) ⊕ �4=2 (1)) = 0 + 1,

�42 (�4=2 (0) ⊗ �4=2 (1)) = 0 × 1.

Constructing FHE schemes remained a formidable challenge un-

til Gentry [12] presented a feasible approach using lattice ideals.

Subsequent generations of FHE schemes, e.g., [9, 11, 14], had ex-

hibited substantial improvements in encryption efficiency, par-

tially due to the removal of ideal lattices; Instead of using ideal

lattices, those newer FHE schemes are based on the learning

with error (LWE) [23] or its variant ring learning with error

(RLWE), which have been proven to be as hard as hard lattice

problems (e.g., through quantum or classical reduction). Open-

source libraries of FHE schemes, such as IBM HElib [15] and

Microsoft SEAL [27], are available.

Applying HE schemes to outsourced database has recently

drawn interests in the dataase community. Symmetria [26] is

a recent scheme proposed in the database community, which

is multiplicative using a distinct scheme from the one for addi-

tion. Some recent advances in applying HE to database systems

1We use algebraic group to refer to a group structure in group theory, not the solu-
tions to a system of polynomial equations in algebraic geometry.



can be found in [29], where both caching and parallel process-

ing are proposed to accelerate the HE procedure in typical data-

base workloads. Other schemes with the HE property include

RSA [24] and ElGamal [10], serving as candidate schemes for

HE in databases.

3 HOMOMORPHIC ORDER-PRESERVING

ENCRYPTION

3.1 Notations and Preliminaries

Number theory and abstract algebra. We use Z to indicate the

integer set; Z+ denotes the positive integer set and Z= is the set

of integers between 0 and =− 1, where = ∈ Z+. Unless otherwise

stated, ? and @ denotes two distinct odd prime integers (thus

?, @ > 2). If G does not divides ~, we say G ∤ ~. We call two dis-

tinct positive integers co-prime if their greatest common divisor

(GCD) is 1, or ��� (·, ·) = 1. The number of co-prime integers

with = is denoted by a function i (=). The set of co-prime inte-

gers with = is denoted by Z∗=; hence, by definition the cardinality

of Z∗= is q (=), or
��Z∗= �� = q (=). The set Z∗= of integers along with

the arithmetic multiplication modulo =, denoted by ×= , forms

a (multiplicative) group (Z∗=,×=), which means (i) the operation

×= is closed and associative, (ii) the set Z∗= has an identity el-

ement, and (iii) every element has an inverse element in Z∗= . If

the context is clear, we may use Z∗= to denote the group (Z∗=,×=).

The order of a group is defined as the cardinality of its set. Ev-

idently,
���Z∗? ��� = ? − 1; without much effort, we can show that���Z∗?@��� = (? − 1)(@ − 1) and ���Z∗

?2@2

��� = ? (? − 1)@(@ − 1). One well-

known result2 in (finite) group theory is that any element after

being raised to the order of the group will be equal to the iden-

tity element. For example, let A be a uniformly sampled element

from a specific set, denoted by A ← Z∗
?2@2

, then the following

equality holds

A? (?−1)@ (@−1) ≡ 1 (mod ?2@2).

Given any element 4 in a group� , we can efficiently compute the

the inverse (denoted by 4−1) of 4 using thewell-known Extended

Euclidean Algorithm.

Cryptographic primitives. By convention, we use �=2 () and

�42 () to denote the encryption and decryption algorithms of a

scheme. Unless otherwise stated, the key generation algorithm

�4=() always takes in a string of _ bits, denoted by 1_ . In ho-

momorphic encryption schemes, there are usually one or mul-

tiple evaluation keys (EKs) that allow the untrustful parties to

carry out certain algebraic operations, such as plus, multipli-

cation, and specifically comparison in this work. For example,

to support arithmetic addition over ciphertexts, the evaluation

function �E0;�33 () might look like the following

2033 = �E0;�334: (20, 21),

such that

�42 (2033 ) = �42 (20) + �42 (21),

where 4: denotes the evaluation key and 28 ← �=2 (<8) for plain-

text messages<8 , 8 ∈ {0, 1}. Similarly, let (6=() denote the sign

function, then the homomorphic sign function, �E0;(86=(), sat-

isfies the following property

�E0;(86= [�E0;�33 (20, ⊖21)] = (86=(<0 −<1),

2Which is also referred to as the Fermat’s little theorem in a more specific scenario.

where ⊖ denotes the negation operation in the ciphertext space,

which means that we can carry out homomorphic subtraction as

well. A negation/subtraction operation is not always available in

(additive) homomorphic encryption schemes; the proposed pro-

tocols in this work will be built upon those schemes that permit

homomorphic subtractions.

Paillier. HOPE is extended from a well-known additive homo-

morphic encryption scheme Paillier [20]. We briefly review the

key algorithms in Paillier in the following. Let= = ?@, ? ∤ (@−1),

and @ ∤ (? − 1), then we have��� (=,q (=)) = 1. The public key

is = and the private key is q (=) = ?@. The encryption of Paillier

is defined as

�=2%08; (<) = (= + 1)<A=,

where< ∈ Z= is the plaintext and A is randomly sampled from

Z∗= . The decryption is defined as

�42%08; (2) =
©
«

(
2q (=) mod =2

)
− 1

=

ª®®
¬
×
(
q (=)−1 mod =

)
mod =,

where 2 ∈ Z∗
=2 is the ciphertext. Lastly, the addition between two

ciphertexts 20 and 21 are defined as follows:

20 ⊕ 21 = �E0;�33%08; (20, 21) = 20 × 21 mod =2,

where ⊕ denotes the addition operator in the ciphertext space.

The correctness and security of Paillier have been well studied

in the literature and we will not review them here.

Security proof. As all other OPE schemes, our proposedHOPE

protocol aims to achieve computational security, meaning that

an efficient, or probabilistic polynomial time (PPT), adversary

A could distinguish a ciphertext encrypted by HOPE and a ran-

dom string with a probability bounded by a negligible function

even if A can conduct a comparison query between a polyno-

mial number of ciphertext pairs. A negligible function ` (=) is a

function whose absolute value decreases faster than the inverse

of any polynomial functions; in practice, we usually, but not al-

ways, select the inverse of an exponential function to serve as

the ` (=). We use %>;~ (=) to denote the class of polynomial func-

tions in =; if the context is clear, we will also use %>;~ (=) to de-

note an unspecified polynomial function. It can be shown that if

`1 (=) and `2 (=) are both negligible functions, so are `033 (=) =

`1 (=) + `2 (=) and `<D; (=) = `1 (=) × `2 (=). There are multiple

templates for theoretical security proof, such as reduction and

simulation, although the core ideas are similar: The newly pro-

posed scheme is compared to a baseline scheme (which could be

a well-accepted secure scheme or even a perfectly secure world)

and the proof shows that the two schemes are not computation-

ally distinguishable. Our security proof of HOPE will be based

on the popular reduction template, in which we will show that

being able to break HOPEwould entail the insecurity of a proved

secure homomorphic encryption, leading to a contradiction.

3.2 Negative Plaintexts and Subtraction

The vanilla version of Paillier works on the plaintext space of

Z?@ and does not support negative plaintexts or subtraction.How-

ever, in order to compare two plaintexts, HOPE (and also many

other OPE schemes) relies on the sign of the subtraction between

the plaintexts. Therefore, we first describe how to extend Paillier

into negative plaintexts and subtraction over the plaintexts.



Handling negative plaintexts. We need to modify the encryp-

tion algorithm in order to support negative plaintexts. The new

encryption is as follows:

�=2�>?4 (<) = �=2%08; (< mod =),

where< ∈
[
−
⌊
=
2

⌋
,
⌊
=
2

⌋)
. Correspondingly, the decryptionworks

as follows:

�42�>?4 (2) =
(
�42%08; (2) +

⌊=
2

⌋
mod =

)
−
⌊=
2

⌋
,

where 2 is in the same ciphertext space 2 ∈ Z∗
=2 . What the above

equation essentially does is to shift the value to the−∞ direction

by
⌊
=
2

⌋
; because we will reuse this operation in the remainder

of this paper, we will call such a shifting operation by symmetric

modulo (smod) and we can rewrite the equation as

�42�>?4 (2) = �42%08; (2) smod =.

As a result, the negation of a plaintext can be calculated in the

ciphertext space as follows:

⊖2 = �E0;#46�>?4 (2) = 2−1 mod =2,

and it is guaranteed that

�42�>?4 (⊖2) = −<.

Subtraction. After extending the plaintext space into negative

integers, it is fairly nature to support subtractions in the cipher-

text space, which we refer to as subtractive homomorphism:

20 ⊖ 21 = �E0;(D1�>?4 (20, 21) = �E0;�33�>?4 (20, ⊖21) ,

where 28 ← �=2�>?4 (<8), 8 ∈ {0, 1}. It is not hard to show that

the following equality holds:

�42�>?4 (20 ⊖ 21) =<0 −<1.

3.3 Homomorphic Comparison

We will introduce a new evaluation function for comparing two

ciphertexts in the sense that the sign of the ciphertext subtrac-

tion is identical to the sign of the corresponding plaintexts. That

is, let 28 ← �=2�>?4 (<8), 8 ∈ {0, 1}, we aim to design a function

�E0;(86=() such that the following equation holds:

�E0;(86=�>?4 (20 ⊖ 21) = (6=(<0 −<1),

where (6=() is a function defined as below:

(6=(G) =



1, if G > 0,

0, if G = 0,

−1, if G < 0.

We can define the homomorphic comparison function based on

the above homomorphic sign function as follows:

�E0;�<?�>?4 (20, 21) = �E0;(86=�>?4 (20 ⊖ 21).

Many existing OPE schemes [6] forbid the (6=(0) = 0 case

because it would allow the adversary to launch the frequency

analysis, i.e., the adversary could measure the frequency of mes-

sages in the application. Usually what those scheme did was

to randomize the ciphertext-comparison result if the two cor-

responding plaintexts are equal. However, in database indexing

and range queries, being able to tell the equality among tuples

is critical (e.g., group by in SQL). Moreover, formally speaking,

the standard plaintext (6=() function does reveal the equality

between plaintexts. Therefore, HOPE follows the ternary seman-

tics that allows equality queries.

Per the definition of computational security, �E0;(86=�>?4 ()

should not reveal more information than an (6=() function does

by up to a negligible function. Therefore, �E0;(86=�>?4 () must

satisfy the following properties: (i) it should not reveal any new

information about the secret key q (=) by up to a negligible func-

tion in =, and (ii) it should not change the distribution of the ci-

phertext space in the view of any PPT adversary. Wewill present

a thorough analysis of HOPE security in Section §4; this section

will focus on the description of the homomorphic comparison

algorithm and its correctness.

Evaluation key. We start by constructing the evaluation key

(4:) of HOPE. Generally speaking, an 4: is accessible to the out-

sourced database such that the latter could compute the out-

put of �E0;(86=�>?4 () for building index, executing group by

queries, etc. Because ek we will construct is only useful for com-

puting �E0;(86=�>?4 () (i.e., 4: is not needed for �E0;�33�>?4 ()

or �E0;#46�>?4 ()), wewill call this 4: a comparison key (2:). Let

Z , [0, [1 ∈ Z
∗
= be a random integers. The 2: is defined as a pair

2: = (2:0, 2:1):



2:0 = [0 · q (=)

Z mod =

2:1 = [1 ·
(
q (=)Z

)−1
mod =

The evaluation of homomorphic sign function is then defined as

follows:

�E0;�<?�>?4 (20, 21)

=

((
20
21

)2:0
mod =2

)
− 1

=
× (2:1 mod =) smod =,

where “smod=” was previously defined as shifting the output to-

ward −∞ by a half of the domain range in §3.2. For security rea-

sons, 2: should be updated periodically, which will be discussed

in Section §4.

3.4 Correctness

In order to verify the correctness of �E0;�<?�>?4 () function,

we need to observe a few facts. Some of them are trivial and

in that case we will simply state the results; others need a bit

algebraic work and for them we will briefly sketch the proof.

Computing the comparison key. We need to verify that the

data owner can efficiently compute the ck. While 2:0 can be ob-

viously computed by modulo exponentiation because the owner

knows q (=) = (? − 1)(@ − 1), the feasibility of computing 2:1
depends on whether the owner can efficiently compute the in-

verse of q (=)Z , if it exists. To show that the owner could indeed

do this, we need to verify that q (=)Z is an element in a multi-

plicative group. We claim that ��� (q (=), =) = 1 because the

only factors of = are 1, ? , @, and =; however, we know that (i)

= ∤ q (=) because = > q (=); (ii) ? ∤ q (=) because ? ∤ (? − 1) (i.e.,

? > ?−1) and ? ∤ (@−1) (by definition in §3.1); and (iii) @ ∤ q (=)

because @ ∤ (@ − 1) (i.e., @ > @ − 1) and @ ∤ (? − 1) (by definition

in §3.1). Therefore, the only common factor between q (=) and

= is 1, which means q (=) ∈ Z∗= . This implies that q (=)Z ∈ Z∗=
by the closure property of the multiplicative group Z∗= . As a re-

sult, the inverse of q (=)Z can be efficiently computed using the

extended Euclidean algorithm. Thus, 2:1 can be efficiently com-

puted by one additional modulo =.

Homomorphic comparison function. Before demonstrating the

correctness of �E0;�<?�>?4 (), we need a couple of lemmas.



Lemma 3.1. For positive numbers = > 1 and G > 0, the follow-

ing equality holds:

(1 + =)G = 1 + =G mod =2.

Proof. The claim can be proved using a straightforward poly-

nomial (i.e., binomial) expansion:

(1+=)G =

=∑
8=0

(
G

8

)
1=−8=8 = 1+=G +=2

(
G

2

)
+ · · · = 1+=G mod =2.

�

Lemma 3.2. Let= = ?@, where ? and @ are distinct primes. Then

for any A ∈ Z∗
=2 the following equation holds:

A=q (=) = 1 mod =2.

Proof. The order of group Z∗
=2 is q (=2), which is equal to

? (? − 1)@(@ − 1) = (?@) · [(? − 1)(@ − 1)] = =q (=). It is well

known that any element raised to the order of the finite group is

equivalent to the identity of the group. Therefore, the following

holds:

A=q (=) = A

���Z∗
=2

���
= 1 mod

���Z∗=2

��� = 1 mod =2,

as desired. �

Assuming 28 = (1 + =)
<8 · A=8 , 8 ∈ {0, 1}, we can expand the

formula of �E0;�<?�>?4 () as follows:

�E0;�<?�>?4 (20, 21)

=

(= + 1)2:0 (<0−<1 )
(
A0
A1

)=·2:0
mod =2 − 1

=
× (2:1 mod =) smod =

=

(1 + =)[0q (=)
Z (<0−<1 )

(
A0
A1

)=·[0q (=)Z
mod =2 − 1

=

×

(
[1 ·

(
q (=)Z

)−1
mod =

)
smod =,

Per Lemma 3.1, we know that

(1 + =)[0q (=)
Z (<0−<1 )

= 1 + =[0q (=)
Z (<0 −<1) mod =2.

Therefore, the above formula can be rewritten as:

�E0;�<?�>?4 (20, 21)

=

(
1 + =[0q (=)

Z (<0 −<1)
) ((

A0
A1

)=q (=))[0q (=)Z −1
mod =2 − 1

=

×
(
[1 · q (=)

−Z mod =
)
smod =,

Per Lemma 3.2, we know
(
A0
A1

)=q (=)
= 1 mod =2, therefore the

above equation can be further simplified as the following:

�E0;�<?�>?4 (20, 21)

=

(
1 + =[0q (=)

Z (<0 −<1)
)
(1)[0q (=)

Z −1
mod =2 − 1

=

×
(
[1 · q (=)

−Z mod =
)
smod =

=

(
1 + =[0q (=)

Z (<0 −<1)
)
mod =2 − 1

=

×
(
[1 · q (=)

−Z mod =
)
smod =

=

=[0q (=)
Z (<0 −<1) mod =2

=

(
[1q (=)

−Z mod =
)
smod =

=

(
[0q (=)

Z (<0 −<1) mod =2
) (

[1q (=)
−Z mod =

)
smod =

=

(
[0[1

(
q (=)Zq (=)−Z

)
(<0 −<1) mod =

)
smod =

= [0[1 (<0 −<1) smod =.

Note that both Z0 and Z1 are random positive integers in Z∗=;

therefore the sign of�E0;�<?�>?4 (20, 21) is the same as (6=(<0−

<1).

4 SECURITY ANALYSIS

Only because HOPE homomorphically recovers the sign of the

subtraction between two plaintexts does not mean HOPE is se-

cure as shown in Section §3.4; we will demonstrate the security

of HOPE in this section. We will follow the formal reduction

framework to prove the computational security of a scheme; the

framework consists of three components: the assumptions, the

threat model (which is a part of security definition), and the se-

curity proof.

4.1 Assumptions

The security of HOPE depends on the hardness of a computa-

tional problem called the n-th residue, which is also the assump-

tion used by Paillier [20]. It is believed that the n-th residue

problem is intractable. Informally, the problem is to identify an

element 6 ∈ Z∗
=2 whose =-th residue is equal to a given value

ℎ ∈ Z∗
=2 :

6= = ℎ mod =2.

In some sense, this is a dual problem of the well-known Discrete

Logarithm problem in a cyclic group: Given a base value and

the modulo result of an unknown number of exponentiation, it

is computationally difficult to find the exponent of the base that

satisfies the equation. In fact, the decisional version of this prob-

lem is believed to be intractable: It is computationally infeasible

to decide whether 6 exists such that 6= = ℎ mod =2.

We give the formal n-th residue problem as follows.

Definition 4.1 (The n-th residue problem). Let= = ?@ as defined

before. Given ℎ ∈ Z∗
=2 , is there any 6 ∈ Z∗

=2 satisfying 6= =

ℎ mod =2?

It should be note that in practice the cardinality of Z∗
=2 is huge

(e.g., by selecting large ? and @ primes to reach some exponentia-

tion of the security parameter,q (=2) = O(2_)) and it is infeasible

to enumerate all the elements in the group.



4.2 Threat Model

Wewill adopt the chosen-plaintext attack (CPA) threat model for

the external attackers: The adversaryA could obtain the cipher-

texts of a polynomial number of arbitrary plaintexts. However,

due to the nature of equality support in order-preserving encryp-

tion, the adversary is not allowed to repeat the same plaintext

< in the following two scenarios: (i) Querying the ciphertext of

< through an oracle (which is a hypothetical function that is ac-

cessible to the adversary), and (ii) Sending< as part of the pair

of messages to the challenger in the distinguishing experiment.

The above requirement is necessary because otherwise the ex-

periment can be trivially won by the adversary: A can simply

call the �E0;�<?�>?4 () function to check which message is en-

crypted by the challenger.

The comparison key 2: is not visible to the general public and

is kept by the outsourced databaseD. We assume thatD is semi-

honest: D will follow the HOPE protocol and will not collude

with third-party adversaries; however D may intentionally run

some algorithms over the ciphertexts. Therefore, the adversaries

cannot launch a frequency-analysis attack; however, D could

do so just as is entailed by the plaintext (6=() function as well.

That is, if we expect the outsourced database to check ciphertext

equality such as group by, we have to reveal the frequency of

tuples to D anyways.

4.3 Security Proof

There are a few security properties we need to demonstrate: (i)

No party except for the data owner can infer q (=) from 2: as

long as = is reasonably large; (ii) The adversary A cannot dis-

tinguish a ciphertext encrypted by HOPE even after obtaining

ciphertexts of a polynomial number of plaintexts; and (iii) The

databaseD cannot obtain extra information of the plaintext dis-

tribution with 2: in the ciphertext space comparing with the hy-

pothetical scenario with (6=() in the plaintext space.

Secrecy of private key q (=) from 2: . While it is well known

that the private key B: = q (=) is computationally infeasible to

derive from the public key ?: = = assuming the problem of fac-

toring = into ? and @ is hard, we need to show that no PPT func-

tion exists to map from 2: to B: . To make our analysis easier to

read, let i = q (=). Therefore, 2: =

(
[0i

Z , [1i
−Z

)
and B: = i .

We prove the secrecy of B: in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.2. There does not exist a PPT algorithm that takes

2: and outputs B: .

Proof. Assume for the sake of contradiction that there ex-

ists a PPT algorithmA satisfying A(2:) = B: . This implies that

given any [0, A could recover i . Let [0 = 1 and Z = =, which

makes it an easier problem, and we know thatA (i=) = i . That

is, A can efficiently compute the base of a given modulo value

raised to the=-th power. Given the above computational capabil-

ity,A can surely decide whether a given value can be written in

the form ofi= . However, this is exactly the=-thmodulo problem

as stated in Definition 4.1, which is believed intractable, leading

to a contradiction.

The case for [1 is similar and we skip the detail. �

Semantic security from adversaries. We will use the standard

indistinguishability (IND) experiment to demonstrate the secu-

rity of HOPE under the chosen-plaintext attack (CPA). Note that

the comparison key 2: is not visible to the adversary A in our

threat model, as discussed in Section §4.2. Therefore, the algo-

rithm �E0;(86=�>?4 is inaccessible toA. We formalize the prop-

erty using the following theorem (recall that we ignore the key

generation algorithm since it is trivial).

Theorem 4.3. The scheme defined in the following quadruple(
�=2�>?4 , �42�>?4 , �E0;�33�>?4, �E0;(D1�>?4

)
is IND-CPA secure.

Proof. Let<0 and<1 denote twomessages selected byA.A

sends bothmessages to a challenger C, which encrypts a random

message<1 , 1 ∈ {0, 1}:

2 ← �=2�>?4 (<1).

C sends 2 back toA, and let us assume thatA as a function can

do the following:

A(2) = 1,

with a probability larger than 1
2 by a non-negligible function in

=. That is, we assume that HOPE is insecure. This means thatA

can tell the difference between 2 and a random string, say BCA , by

a probability at least 1
2 +

1
%>;~ (=)

. Recall that

2 ← (= + 1)<1 mod = · A= mod =2,

as defined in Section §3.2. Now, we consider a simpler problem,

where< ∈ (0, =) and A = 1, implying that 2′ = (= + 1)<1 . If A

can tell the difference between 2 and BCA ,A can certainly distin-

guish between (= + 1)<1 mod =2 and BCA . That is, A can decide

whether<1 is the (= + 1)-based discrete logarithm of a given 2′

with a probability at least 1
2 +

1
%>;~ (=)

, significantly better than a

random guess. However, this is impossible because the (decision

variant of) discrete logarithm problem is intractable. Therefore,

we reach a contradiction and prove the claim. �

Equivalent semantics for outsourced databases. We will show

that the database D with the �E0;(86=�>?4 () function in the ci-

phertext space gains no extra information regarding the plain-

text distribution compared to with the (6=() function in the

plaintext space. We will refer to combination of ciphertext space

and �E0;(86=�>?4 as the real world and the combination of plain-

text space and (6=() as the ideal world. We will prove the follow-

ing claim.

Theorem 4.4. All functions in the real world can be simulated

in the ideal world.

Proof. The proofwill take the simulation framework in cryp-

tography to demonstrate that any effects in the real world can

be similarly made in the ideal world; the rationale is that if such

a simulation is always possible, then the real world leaks no

more information than the ideal world that is aligned with the

design goal and meets the application requirements. In other

worlds, this simulation ensures that all the behaviors in the real

world are “allowed” because they are possible in the ideal world.

In the proposed HOPE scheme, the sign information in the ci-

phertext space is exposed through the �E0;�<?�>?4 (20, 21) al-

gorithm that outputs [0[1 (<0 − <1), which is obviously not

more than the output of (6=(<0 −<1) in the plaintext space.

Therefore, we need to show that [0[1 (<0 −<1) can be simu-

lated by (6=(<0 −<1). Intuitively speaking, we want to show

that [0[1(<0−<1) does not leak (<0−<1) with a probability up

to a negligible function in =. Recall that [0 and [1 are sampled

from Z∗=; therefore [ = [0[1 ∈ Z
∗
= in the multiplicative group.

In other worlds, it is always possible to pick [ and multiply it



with (6=(<0−<1) in the plaintext space to simulate the value of

�E0;�<?�>?4 (20, 21). The probability of[ (<0−<1) = (<0−<1)

is obviously on the order of the inverse of an exponential func-

tion in =, which is a negligible function. �

5 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

This paper proposes a new OPE scheme, namely homomorphic

order-preserving encryption (HOPE), which does not require client

storage and does not incur any client-server interaction during

the queries. The key idea of HOPE is to leverage the underlying

additive property of a homomorphic encryption scheme such

that the sign of the difference between two plaintexts can be re-

vealed by some algebraic operations with an evaluation key that

is accessible to the database server for only revealing the order of

ciphertexts, which remain randomized for the adversary. The pa-

per details the design of HOPE and analyzes its correctness and

feasibility. In addition, the security of HOPE is formally proved

using standard cryptographic frameworks.

It is our ongoing effort to implement HOPE in MySQL load-

able functions using C++. If there is enough interest, we also

plan to implement it as a PostgreSQL extension using C. We ex-

pect to evaluate the HOPE-MySQL integration using multiple

standard micro-benchmarks including TPC-H as well as real-

world data sets on outsourced database instances deployed on

both industry and government-sponsored cloud platforms, such

as Amazon Web Services and the Chameleon Cloud.
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