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AN ATTACK ON A KEY EXCHANGE PROTOCOL BASED ON
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ABSTRACT. In this paper, we examine one of the public key exchange protocols
proposed in [I1] which uses max-times and min-times algebras. We discuss
properties of powers of matrices over these algebras and introduce a fast attack
on this protocol.

1. INTRODUCTION

In [28] Stickel generalized the well-known Diffie-Hellman key exchange method [§]
to non-Abelian groups. The underlying algebraic structures of the proposed schemes
were groups of invertible matrices over a finite field. Shpilrain [27] showed that
Stickel’s schemes were vulnerable to linear algebra attacks. Also, it is worth men-
tioning that in [22] Miasnikov and Roman’kov proposed a quite general linear de-
composition attack on several group-based cryptosystems, which is also applicable
to Stickel’s schemes. To prevent linear algebra attacks, Grigoriev and Shpilrain [14]
proposed a key-exchange protocol based on a min-plus matrix algebra. In [17] Ko-
tov and Ushakov analyzed this protocol and suggested an attack on it. The key
point of this attack is the fact that sequences of powers of matrices over a min-plus
matrix algebra often display some patterns. Also, in [I7] an attack on the same
protocol with different restrictions on parameters was suggested. These protocol
and attacks also were analyzed by Muanalifah and Sergeev in [20].

Grigoriev and Shpilrain in [I5] offered two new key-exchange protocols based
on tropical matrix algebras. They suggested using semidirect products to destroy
patterns of sequences of powers of matrices which were exploited in the attacks on
their first protocol. Three different approaches to attack one of these protocols were
proposed. Isaac and Kahrobaei [I6] used the property of a sequence of matrices
to be almost linear periodic. Rudy and Monico [25] exploited the fact that the
sequences of matrices appearing in the protocol are monotonically decreasing. This
made it possible to apply a binary search. The attack suggested by Muanalifah and
Sergeev in [2]] is based on the solution of the tropical discrete logarithm problem.

Also, a series of key-exchange schemes based on max-plus algebras was proposed
in the paper [I2] by Durcheva and Trendafilov. In [I] Ahmed, Pal, and Mohan
combined the techniques from the aforementioned papers and showed that all these
protocols in this series are insecure.

Durcheva in [I1] generalized the idea from [I8] to use a two-sided action based
on semirings and proposed a key exchange protocol that uses pairs of dual tropical
structures. Two practical realizations were suggested: the first one is based on
max-plus and min-plus algebras, and the second one is based on max-times and
min-times matrix algebras. Subsequently, these two protocols were used as a part
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of an encryption scheme in [I0], and as a part of a distributed secure multicast
protocol in [9].

The max-plus and min-plus realization of the protocol was analyzed by Ahmed,
Pal, and Mohan in [I], where they showed that this protocol is insecure.

There is no known attack on the max-times and min-times realization. Note that
the security of this protocol is based on the fact that there is no technique to solve
systems of equations over max-times and min-times algebras. The main purpose
of this article is to study sequences of powers of matrices over these algebras and
propose a successful attack on this protocol.

For more information on non-commutative cryptography see [23].

The remainder of this paper is structured into five parts. In Section [2] we discuss
tropical algebras, matrices, and polynomials over tropical algebras. In Section [3]
we give the description of the protocol from [I1] and discuss some issues of this
description. In Section 4] we study the behavior of sequences of powers of matrices
over max-times and min-times algebras. In Section [5| we introduce an attack on
the protocol, give examples of how the attack works, and give the results of tests
we ran. The final section offers a conclusion of our work.

2. MAX-TIMES AND MIN-TIMES ALGEBRAS

In this section, we discuss tropical algebraic structures paying attention to max-
times and min-times algebras, and define matrices and polynomials over tropical
structures.

In this paper, we denote the set of non-negative real numbers by R, the set of
non-negative integers by Z-(, and the set of positive integers by Zg.

The maz-plus algebra is the set R U {—o0} equipped with the operations @y =
max(z,y) and 2 ® y = x + y. The min-plus algebra is the set R u {0} equipped
with the operations z @y = min(z,y) and 2 ® y = = + y. These two algebras
are known as tropical algebras. These algebras are semirings, which means they
are similar to rings, but without the requirement that each element must have an
additive inverse. Moreover, they are idempotent and commutative.

The tropical algebras have been widely studied and have a lot of applications.
For more information, we refer the reader to [4] and [19].

One can also consider other algebraic structures in which one of the operations is
min or max. Sometimes these algebras are also called tropical. For example, some
researchers studied min-times and max-times algebras, where one of the operations
is the multiplication of numbers and the other is either min or max [26] 29] [1T].
Also, structures with both operations min and max were also considered [7} [13].
In [I1] two different algebras are used simultaneously: one of the algebras has min,
and the other has max.

In the remainder of this paper, we will use the max-times and min-times algebras,
so we recall their definitions. The domain of the maz-times algebra is Rso U {00},
and the operations are

0 ifx=0o0ry=0,

r@®y =max(z,y) and @y = { 2 -y otherwise.

The domain of the min-times algebra is Ry u {00} and the operations are

0 if x =00 0ry= o0,

@y =min(z,y) and zRy = { z-y otherwise.
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Since the max-times and max-times algebras are commutative idempotent semir-
ings, then the following identities hold:

(1) (c@b)@c=a®(b®0),

(2) o®a=a®o=a,

(3) a®b=0b@a,

(4) (a®)®c=a® (b®c),

(5) e®a=a®e = a,

6) a®b=b®a,

(7) a®@ (b@c) = (a®b) D (a®c),
(8) (a®)®c=(a®c)®(bRc),
(9) o®a=a®o = o,

(10) a®a = a,

where o is 0 for the max-times algebra and is co for the min-times algebra, and e
is 1.

Let S = {(S,®,®) be a semiring. The set of all n x n matrices Mat,,(S) with
entries in S can be equipped with addition @ and multiplication ® as well:

(aij) ® (bij) = (aij @ bij),
(ai) ® (bij) = (i1 ®b1; B -+ - @ Gin, @ byj).

For example, let’s consider two matrices over max-times algebra:
1 2 3 4
a=(o2)m=(50)
Then the product of these matrices is

(12 34\ (1030205 104®200 \
A®B_<o oo>®<5 0>_<0®3(—Boo®5 O®4@oo®0>_

3010 40\ (10 4
0w 00 /) \ 0o 0 )°
Multiplying a matrix by a scalar is just multiplying by the corresponding scalar
matrix.

The obtained set of matrices also in an idempotent semiring. In other words,
the following identities are true:

(1) (AeB)@C=A®(Ba0),

(2) OPA=A®O = A,

(3) A®B=B®A,

(4) (A®B)®C =A®R (B®C),

5) ER A=AQFE = A,

(6) A (Be(C)=(ARB)® (A® (),

(7) (A®@B)®C=(ARC)®(BR® (),

8) O®A=AR0 =0,

(9) A A=A,

where for the max-times algebra

00 --- 0 1 0 0
00 --- 0 0 1 0

O: . . . . and E = . . . )
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and for the min-times algebra

o o -+ O 1 o o0
o o - O o 1 0
0= L ) and FE =

We denote an element of the semiring a raised to the n-th power by a®".

It is possible to define the set of polynomials over S. Also, let A € Mat,,(S) and
p(x) = @?:0 pi ® 2%, then we denote the matrix @?:0 pi @ A% by p(A).

In this paper, for a matrix A, we will often use a;; to refer to the element at the
i-th row and j-th column of the matrix A.

3. THE PROTOCOL

In this section, we discuss the key exchange protocol proposed in [I1].

Let Rmax,x = {Rxo v {00}, H, X)) and Rumin,x = Rz v {0}, D, ®) be the max-
times and min-times algebras respectively.

The following protocol was proposed in [IT].

Protocol 1. Alice and Bob agree on three matrices M, N, X € Mat,,(Zxo).

(1) Alice chooses polynomials p(z) € Rumax,x[z] and ¢(x) € Ruin,x[z] and
computes A = p(M) X X ® t(N). The pair (p(x),t(z)) is her secret key,
and the matrix A is her public key.

(2) Bob chooses polynomials g(z) € Rmax, x [2] and r(x) € Ruyin, x [z] and com-
putes B = ¢(M)X X ®r(N). The pair (¢(x),r(z)) is Bob’s secret key, and
the matrix B is Bob’s public key.

(3) Alice computes ka4 = p(M) X B ® t(N).

(4) Bob computes kg = ¢(M)XIA®r(N).

In the original paper [11] and the subsequent papers [10, 9], the authors claimed
that Alice and Bob shared the same key. Unfortunately, this is not true. First, in
general, ( MXIX)® N # M X (X ® N). For example, let

1 1 1 2 1
v=(h) (e h) =
2 2 2 1
(MX)®N=(2 9 ), M(X®N)=(2 1 )
Therefore the expression M [X] X ® N is not well-defined, and parentheses must be
written to define an order of operations. In the source code of the implementation of
the protocol [I0], the following order of operations is implicitly used: A = (p(M)
X)®tN), B=(¢(M)KX)®7(N), ka = (p(M)X B)®t(N), and kg = (¢(M) X
A)®r(N). Thus, we will use this order in the remainder of the paper.
Second, in general,

(P(M)H((¢(M)HX)®r(N)))®LN) # (q(M)X((p(M)HKX)RLN)))®r(N). (1)
Indeed, let

— =

then
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and p(z) = t(x) = r(z) = z, q¢(x) = 2®2. Then

2 2 6 6 12 12 9 9
A_(s 3)’3_(9 9)”“_(27 27)’k3_(27 27)'

Hence this protocol cannot be implemented correctly. Our experiments show
that the inequality holds only for about 2% of randomly generated instances of
the protocol, where the size of the matrices is 10, the coefficients are in [0, 1000],
and the degrees of the polynomials do not exceed 10. Therefore the description is
not completely wrong. So, before choosing the polynomials Alice and Bob should
agree on two sets of polynomials P € Ruax, x[2] and R € Rumin, x [z] such that the
following equality is true for all p(x), ¢(z) € P and r(x),t(x) € R:

(P(M)H((¢(M)HX)®r(N)))®LN) = (q(M)X((p(M)H¥X)RLN)))®r(N). (2)
So, the following description of the protocol should be considered.

Protocol 2. Alice and Bob agree on matrices M, X, N € Mat,,(Zx0) and two sets
of polynomials P € Rumax,x[z] and R € Rumin,x[x] such that the equality is
true for all p(z),¢(z) € P and r(x),t(x) € R.

(1) Alice chooses two polynomials p(z) € P and t(z) € R and computes A =
(p(M)X X) ®t(N). The pair (p(z),t(z)) is her secret key, and the matrix
A is her public key.

(2) Bob chooses two polynomials ¢(x) € P and r(z) € R and computes B =
(¢(MYXX®)r(N). The pair (¢(z), r(x)) is Bob’s secret key, and the matrix
B is Bob’s public key.

(3) Alice computes kg = (p(M)X B) ® t(N).

(4) Bob computes kg = (¢(M)XIA) ® r(N).

The shared common secret key is k4 = k. Now k4 and kp are truly equal

because of .

There are at least two strategies to break the protocol. The first one is to find
two polynomials p’(x) € P and t'(x) € R such that A = (p/(M) X1 X) ® t'(N). The
second strategy is to find four polynomials p’(z), ¢'(z) € Rumax,x[2] and t'(z),r'(z) €
Romin,x [2] such that A = (p/(M) X X) @ t'(N), B = ({(M)X X) ® r'(N), and
P M)RB)®t'(N) = (¢(M)XA) ®r'(N). The second one is useful when we
have no information about P and R.

4. BEHAVIOR OF MATRIX SEQUENCES OVER MAX-TIMES AND MIN-TIMES
ALGEBRAS

In this section, we study behavior of sequences {ME"}©_~{N®ny© L)k
X3 (X @N®r o {poEp IMBE. .. Bp, I MI"}7_ and {ro @11 @ N @
@, @ NO®}®_where X, M and N are matrices, and p; and r; are numbers.

In this and in the following sections, for a matrix A, min(A4) means min; ;(a;;),
and max(A) means max; ;(a;;). Also, we will use the following order of matrices:

A > B iff Qi = b” for all 4 and ]

Remark 1. Let N € Mat,(Z>), and one of the entries of N be 0. Then N®?
has a row and a column filled with 0, and N®3 is the matrix filled with 0. Thus,
if t(x) is not linear, then (p(M) X X) ® t(NN) is the matrix filled with 0. If one of
the coefficients of 2®%, i > 0, of ¢(x) is 0, then ¢(INV) also is the matrix filled with 0.
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Hence, to avoid trivial keys, Alice and Bob should not use N, ¢(x), and r(z) with
Z€ros.

Remark 2. Let M € Mat,,(Z=0). If the number of the entries of M that are equal
to 0 is small, then often a power of the matrix M does not have zeros because every
time we compute the maximum of products. For example,

0 1 0 111
A= 0 1 1|, A=|111
1 00 111

Based on Remark |I] and Remark [2] we will assume that matrices do not have
zero entries in order to make our reasoning easier.

Remark 3. Let X,Y € Mat,,(Z~¢). Then X[XIY > X and X XY > Y. Indeed,

XNY = (za Xy, B Baim Myn;) =
max(T;1Yij, - - - TinYnj) = Max(Ti1,. .., Tin) = (245) = X.
The second inequality can be proven in the same way.

Remark 4. Let M € Mat,(Z~¢), X € Mat,,(Z=¢). The sequences {M®¥"}*_ and
{M™¥" [x] X}%_, are not decreasing.
Indeed, using the previous remark, we obtain

Mn+1 — MMTL 2 Mn’
ME IR X = MR (ME'RX) > MEx X,

For randomly generated matrices, we can expect that these sequences are increasing
because the number of entries that are equal to 1 is small.

Remark 5. Let H,G € Mat,,(Zx¢), then min(H ® G) > min(H) - min(G). Indeed,

min(H @ G) = Hl.lijn(@ hie @ grg) = min(min(hinge)) = min(hicge;) =
5 k 2, 1

sJs

min(h;;) - min(gi;) = min(H) - min(G).
2,3 3

Remark 6. Let N € Mat,,(Z=), Y € Mat,,(Zx¢), then min(N®?*1) > min(N®")
and min(Y @ N 1) > min(Y @ N®"). This immediately follows from the previous
remark:

min(N®" 1) = min(N®" @ N) > min(N®") - min(N) > min(N®").
The second inequality can be proven in the same way.
Remark 7. Let H,G € Mat,(Zx¢), then min(H ® G) > min(min(H), min(G)).
Indeed,
win(H ®G) = min(min(h;, g;)) >
| min(min(min(H ), min(G)) = min(min(H ), min(G)).

0.
Remark 8. Let M € Mat,,(Z~o), and p(z) € Rumax,x[x]. We can expect that often
p(M) = pa & M, (3)

where d = deg(p(x)). Indeed, let us consider the sum of two consecutive monomials:
Pir1 ML Ep; I MY = (p; 1 XM Ep; <1 E) X M. The condition p; 1 XM &
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p; X E = piy+1 XIM means that p;y1m;; = p; for all j € [1,n]. Since the coefficients
of polynomials and the entries of matrices are chosen from an interval [0, B], then
we can expect that the probability of this event is high. To check this, we randomly
generated pairs of a matrix and a polynomial, where the size of the matrices is 10,
the coefficients and the entries are in [0,1000], and the degrees of the polynomials
are in [5,20]. The equality holds for about 99.9% of the generated pairs.

Remark 9. Let N € Mat,,(Z~). Our experiments show that a polynomial r(x) €
Rumin, x [2] often is equal to its beginning:

r(N)=r0@®@MQQN@...@rg @ N®, (4)

where dy < d = deg(r(z)). We randomly generated pairs of a matrix and a poly-
nomial, where the size of the matrices is 10, the coefficients and the entries are in
[0,1000], and the degrees of the polynomials is 20. For about 99% of the generated
pairs and dy = 10, the equality holds. If the coefficients and the entries are
from [0, 10000], then the rate is about 99.9%.

Remark 10. A sequence of matrices {A4;}72, is called almost linear periodic if
there exist a period p, a factor ¢, and a defect § such that for all i > § the following
equation holds:
Ai+p =c+ Az

For sequences of powers of a matrix over tropical algebras, this property is well
studied [2}, 5] 6], 24]. It is used in [16] to analyze the protocol from [I5].

Since we study the max-times and min-times structures, there is an isomorphism,
x — e”, between max-plus and max-times algebras, and between min-plus and min-
times algebras, we will consider the following property.

We say that a sequence of matrices {A4;}%, is almost multiplicatively periodic if
there exist a period p, a factor ¢ and a defect § such that for all ¢ > ¢ the following
equation holds:

Aier =cC- Al
Let’s consider two examples.
2 5 3 25 10 20 80 125 100
A= 5 0 4 |,A¥ =[ 16 25 20 |, AX¥ = 125 &0 100 |,
4 3 5 20 20 25 100 100 125
625 400 500 2000 3125 2500
AR — 400 625 500 |, AR = | 3125 2000 2500 |=25-AXB,
500 500 625 2500 2500 3125
15625 10000 12500
AS = | 10000 15625 12500 | = 25- A
12500 12500 15625
5 3 3 6 6 3 6 6 6
B=|4 31 |,B®=|2 2 3 |,B®¥=(6 6 2 |,
2 2 5 8 6 2 4 4 6
12 12 6 12 12 12
B® — 4 4 6 |,B® = 12 12 4 |=2.-B%3
12 12 4 8 8 12
24 24 12
B®5 = 8 8 12 |=2-B%
24 24 8
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We performed the following experiments. We randomly generated matrices of
size 10x 10, the entries of them were chosen from an interval [0, 1000], and computed
the sequences {A®}1900  We checked the following restricted property: if there
are a number p, a factor ¢ and a defect § < 100 such that for all § < i < 1000 the
following equations hold:

A®itP — . A®

Also, we did the same for {AB}1900 Tt turned out that for the max-times case
the restricted property is true for 99.6% of the randomly generated matrices, and
for the min-times case the restricted property is true for 97.9% for the randomly
generated matrices.

Also, for the same set of parameters, our experiments show the following prop-
erties of the distributions of § and p. For the min-times case, average § is 11.51,
average p is 2.24, median § is 7, median p is 2, maximal § is 242, and maximal p
is 8. For the max-times case, average ¢ is 26.42, average p is 2.13, median ¢ is 11,
and median p is 2, maximal ¢ is 772, and maximal p is 8. (We counted only those
matrices for which ¢ and p were found.)

Remark 11. If a matrix A has this property, then p(A) = @."_, p; ®A®" is equal to
@, p;®x®", where n’ < §(A)+ p(A). The same is true for t(N) = P, t; @ N®".

5. ATTACK

In this section, we present our attack as well as the results of our experiments.
We will try to find polynomials p’(z), ¢'(z), t'(x), and r'(x) such that

A= (@ (M)RX)®t'(N),B = (¢(M)XX)®r'(N), and

(P (M) B)®@t'(N) = (¢'(M) K A) @r'(N).
Let’s describe how we will try to find p/(z) and ¢'(x). The procedure to find
¢ (z) and 7/(x) is the same.
Taking into account Remark [8) we can try to find the polynomial p’(z) of the
form p; X 2. Because

(P IM) R X) @t (N) = (MY K X)® (p; @t'(N)), (5)

it is enough to find the polynomial p’(z) of the form 22, In order to do this, we
will enumerate degrees i from 0 to a bound u,. We will describe how to find this
bound below.

Next, taking into account Remark [9] we will find ¢/(z) of the form t'(z) =
@t @Dt @ ... ®t; ® ¥ trying degrees j from 0 to a bound u;. We
will describe how to find this bound below as well.

Let p’(z) be known. Since (p'(M)XX)®t'(X) = A, we have

¥ (M)EX)® (ém ®N®’“> A

k=0
Therefore,

j
Pt (P (M)KX)QN® = A.
k=0

Let C), = (p/(M)X X) ® N® . We have the following system of equations:

Inkin(tkcklm) = Alm-
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In other words,

min(tocor1, ticins - - - thCk11) = a1,
min(tocor2, ticii2, - - - thCri2) =  ai2,
min(tOCOnna t1Cinn, - - - atkcknn) = Qnn-

If the system is solvable, then a solution to this system is

b = Maxy ;n (Gim/Crim) 1if this number is an integer,
k o otherwise.

Next, since A = (p'(M) X X) ® t'(N), we have
min(A) = min(p’' (M) X X) - min(¢'(N)) = min(p' (M) X X).

By Remark [4] the sequence M¥ [x] X is not decreasing. Therefore, we can stop
our search and say that our algorithm failed when

min(M¥ ] X) > min(A4).

Also, min((p'(M) B X) ® t'(N)) = min((p'(M) K X) ® (D, tk @ N®)) =
mm(@k(tkc@( '(M)RX) @ N®)) = min(@, (' (M) R X) @ N®*)).
By Remark [6] and [} min(@®),,((p'(M) X X) ® N®*)) < min(p' (M) X X) @ N®).

Therefore we should search until
min(p’ (M) X X) ® N®7) > max(A).

Note that u, and u; can be found using the almost multiplicatively periodic
property. We should check ¢ while i < 6(M) + p(M) and check j while j < §(N) +
p(N). Indeed, if i > 6(M) + p(M), then M = ¢ M®' | where i’ < §(M) + p(M).
Using [} we obtain the result. The second inequality follows from Remark[T1] Note
that if we have reasonable enough bounds u, and u; we do not have to find these
periods and defects before the loops, and can find them during the search process.
To check the almost multiplicatively periodic property, we perform the element-by-
element division M?/MP for k < i and check if all the elements of the result matrix
are the same.

Putting it together, we obtain the following procedure to find p’(z) and t'(z).

fori=0,1,...,u, do
if there exist k <4 and c¢s. t. M?/M* = (c) then
return FAIL
end if
p'(z) < o
if min(p’'(M) X X) > min(A) then
return FAIL
end if
for j=0,1,...,u; do
if there exist k < j and cs. t. N7/N* = (c) then
break
end if
if min((p'(M) X X) ® N®/) > max(A) then
break
end if
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max(A/((M¥ x X)® N®7)) if this number is an integer,
0 otherwise.
t'(x) — t'(x)Dt; ® x®
if f M)RX)®t'(N)= A then
return p'(z), t'(x)
end if
end for
end for
return FAIL

So, the attack looks like

(1) Find p/(z) and ¢'(x) using the algorithm described above.

(2) Find ¢'(x) and r/(z) using the algorithm described above.

(3) Check that (p/(M)KIB)®t'(N) = (¢(M)KA)®r'(N). If it is true, then
return K = (p'(M) X B) ® t/(N). Otherwise, return FAIL.

Let’s consider the example from [I1].

tj<—

M = X =

)

DO = Ot

7 1
2 5
) 1

D W =
O =~ W
W O Lt
Ut = 00

2 2
N=| 7 7
3 1
p(z) =P ERK P HIOR 2, tHz) =322 @
qz) = 222 E5 Rz, r(z) = 10 ® 2®* @ 2®2.
The key is
263424 125440 263424

K = 188160 94080 188160
311040 155520 311040

The attack finds the following p'(z), t'(x), ¢'(z) and r'(x):

p(x) = 2B ' (z) = 2, ¢ () = 2™ v/ (2) = 2®? @ 4.
For these polynomials, we have
P MHB)@t'(N) = (¢ (M) A) @r'(N) = K.

The described attack was implemented in Python and can be found in [3]. The
tests were performed on the workstation of Omsk Regional Supercomputer Center of
SB RAS with AMD EPYC 7502, 32 cores at 2.5GHz with 512GB of RAM, Ubuntu
20.04 Server. We generated 100 random instances for every set of parameters
presented in Table [T}

6. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we showed that the protocol described in [I1I] is not correctly
defined. We could have finished our analysis here, but using the implementation
from [I0], we suggested how the description of the protocol can be corrected. We
analyzed the corrected protocol and showed that it is insecure. The success rate of
our attack is 100%. Therefore using the max-times and min-times structures instead
of the max-plus and min-plus structures does not make the protocol more secure.
Our analysis can further be used to analyze other protocols based on max-times
and min-times matrix algebras.
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Size of ma- | Degrees of | Coefficients | Success Rate | Avg. Time
trices polynomials

10 [1,10] [1,100] 100% 0.51 sec
10 [1,10] [1,1000] 100% 0.57 sec
10 [1,20] [1,100] 100% 1.18 sec
10 [1,20] [1,1000] 100% 1.02 sec
20 [1,10] [1,100] 100% 7.07 sec
20 [1,10] [1,1000] 100% 4.64 sec
20 [1,20] [1,100] 100% 10.88 sec
20 [1,20] [1,1000] 100% 9.60 sec
50 [1,10] [1,100] 100% 186.27 sec
50 [1,10] [1,1000] 100% 110.34 sec
50 [1,20] [1,100] 100% 303.33 sec
50 [1,20] [1,1000] 100% 234.78 sec

TABLE 1. Experimental results of the attack
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