arXiv:1810.10635v1 [cs.DS] 24 Oct 2018

Lower Bounds for Oblivious Data Structures

Riko Jacob^∗ Kasper Green Larsen^† Jesper Buus Nielsen^‡

Abstract

An oblivious data structure is a data structure where the memory access patterns reveals no information about the operations performed on it. Such data structures were introduced by Wang et al. [ACM SIGSAC’14] and are intended for situations where one wishes to store the data structure at an untrusted server. One way to obtain an oblivious data structure is simply to run a classic data structure on an oblivious RAM (ORAM). Until very recently, this resulted in an overhead of ω(lg n) for the most natural setting of parameters. Moreover, a recent lower bound for ORAMs by Larsen and Nielsen [CRYPTO’18] show that they always incur an overhead of at least Ω(lg n) if used in a black box manner. To circumvent the ω(lg n) overhead, researchers have instead studied classic data structure problems more directly and have obtained efficient solutions for many such problems such as stacks, queues, deques, priority queues and search trees. However, none of these data structures process operations faster than Θ(lg n), leaving open the question of whether even faster solutions exist. In this paper, we rule out this possibility by proving Ω(lg n) lower bounds for oblivious stacks, queues, deques, priority queues and search trees.

1 Introduction

A number of problem domains have emerged where an algorithm needs to store data in an untrusted memory, for instance in cloud computing and trusted computing platforms like the SGX. In these settings it is typically not enough to just encrypt the data, as the access pattern itself may leak sensitive information. An oblivious data structure[39] (ODS) is one which mitigates this problem by design. An ODS admits a set of operations. On each operation it will make some accesses to the untrusted memory. The memory accesses should look independent of the operations being executed.

In a bit more detail, security of an ODS is defined as follows. There is an adversary which picks two sequences of operations of the same length. According to a fair coinflip, one of the sequences are executed and the adversary gets to see the memory accesses made by the ODS. It then has to guess which sequence of operations was executed. The data structure is called oblivious if no adversary can guess correctly with probability significantly bounded away from one-half.

The canonical oblivious data structure is the oblivious RAM (ORAM), which is just an ODS for the array data structure. Given an ORAM it is much easier to construct an ODS for another data structure problem P : First construct a data structure for P which uses the same number of memory accesses per operation. Then run this data structure on top of the ORAM to hide the position of those memory accesses.

The ORAM was first introduced by Goldreich and Ostrovsky [12]. In their model the maintained array has size n, the server memory has size poly(n), and the word size of both the array and the untrusted memory is Θ(lg n). We call this the natural setting below. In the Goldreich-Ostrovsky model, the client has memory size Θ(lg n) and the memory accesses leak their position to the adversary, but not the content being read or written. The rational behind leaking only positions and not contents is that the contents could simply be encrypted under a key stored by the client. Most likely due to the emerging practical applications, ORAMs

∗rikj@itu.dk. IT University Copenhagen.

†larsen@cs.au.dk. Aarhus University. Supported by a Villum Young Investigator grant 13163 and an AUFF starting grant. ‡jbn@cs.au.dk. Aarhus University. Partially supported by the BETHE project under Independent Research Fund Denmark.

Partially supported by the Concordium Blockchain Research Center, Aarhus University, Denmark. Partially supported by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under grant agreement #731583 (SODA).

have received a lot of research attention recently, see for instance [32, 5, 16, 17, 20, 42, 36, 3, 11, 10, 2, 25, 13, 14].

The ORAM construction in [12] had a bandwidth overhead of poly-log(n), where the bandwidth overhead is defined to be the number of bits communicated with the memory divided with the number of bits read and written to the array maintained by the ORAM. The same paper also showed a lower bound on the bandwidth overhead of Ω(lg n). The lower bound was proven in a model, where the ORAM construction is not allowed to read the data it is storing (the so-called “balls in bins” model) and where the adversary was allowed to have an unbounded running time. In [23] Larsen and Nielsen proved the same lower bound in a model where the encoding of the data can be arbitrary and where the adversary’s running time is only allowed to be polynomial time. Notice that this is the more challenging model when proving a lower bound.

The first ORAM construction to meet the lower bound for non-trivial parameters was the Path ORAM [37]. It has amortized bandwidth overhead of O(lg n) for maintaining an array with entry size Ω(lg^2 n) bits using an untrusted memory with word size Θ(lg n). The PathORAM having O(lg n) bandwidth overhead means that it accesses Θ(lg^2 n) server cells, each storing Θ(lg n) bits, in order to retrieve an array entry of Θ(lg^2 n) bits. In the more natural setting where both the array and the server memory has word size Θ(lg n) bits, the bandwidth overhead of the PathORAM is Θ(lg^2 n). If we allow a larger client memory of m = n^ε, then [15] gave an ORAM with bandwidth overhead O(lg n). This also matches the lower bound of Larsen and Nielsen.

The PathORAM paper and the lower bound of Larsen and Nielsen leave two intriguing open problems. 1) What is the bandwidth overhead in the natural setting where both the array and the server memory has word size Θ(lg n) bits. 2) Can the Θ(lg n) overhead be beaten by considering data structures less powerful than the array, such as queues, stacks, deques and priority queues? There does not appear to be any reduction from the array maintenance problem to any of these, as they lack support for random access to items stored in them. Hence it is completely plausible that there are more efficient ways to solve these problems than to take the classic solutions and run them through an optimal ORAM. If so, it would be very valuable to have a library of efficient data structures for use in the oblivious setting.

Significant progress on the first question has been made recently in [29], where the authors present an ORAM, called PanORAMa, which achieves a bandwidth of Θ(lg n · lg lg n) in the natural setting. After the submission of this paper, the paper [1] completely solves the first problem by presenting an optimal ORAM, called OptORAMa, achieving a bandwidth overhead of Θ(lg n) in the natural setting.

Previous work on oblivious data structures [39] suggested that there might be an affirmative answer to the second question. In [39], the authors presented stacks, queues and deques with O(lg n) bandwidth overhead when the server cell size, block size and the client memory are all Θ(lg n) bits. At the time these were developed, the best known ORAM construction in the natural setting had an overhead of O(lg^2 n). Thus it could appear that efficient oblivious data structures are easier to design than full generality ORAMs. It is an intriguing and important open problem whether these can be improved even further.

1.1 Our Results

Our main results show that there is no hope of designing more efficient oblivious data structures for the classic problems mentioned above:

Theorem 1. [Informal] Let D be either an oblivious stack, queue, deque, priority queue or search tree, storing r-bit items for r ≥ 1 and let n be an upper bound on the number of items in D. If w denotes the cell size of D, m denotes the client memory size and D has failure probability at most 1/3, then D must have expected amortized running time Ω(lg(nr/m)r/w).

For the most natural setting where the cell size w and the number of bits in the items, r, are within constant factors of each other, w = Θ(r), and for any client memory size m ≤ n^{1−ε}, this lower bound simplifies to Ω(lg n).

Since stacks, queues and deques have O(1) time solutions without any requirements of being oblivious, this means that the overhead resulting from being oblivious is Ω(lg n). For priority queues with r, w = Θ(lg n), the best known classic solution is the priority queue resulting from Thorup’s [38] reduction to sorting combined with Radix Sort, resulting in O(1) amortized time per operations. For r, w = ω(lg n) and r = Θ(w), one obtains the best classic priority queue also using Thorup’s reduction to sorting combined with Han and Thorup’s [18] integer sorting algorithm, resulting in a priority queue with O( √ lg lg n) expected amortized time per operation. Thus for priority queues, being oblivious comes at a cost of at least Ω(lg n/ √ lg lg n).

Finally, for search trees, there is the classic Fusion tree [9] supporting operations in O(lg_w n) time and the y-fast trie [41] supporting operations in O(lg w) time when r = Θ(w). Thus one can always implement a search tree with O(min{lg_w n, lg w}) = O( √ lg n) time operations, hence obliviousness comes at a cost of at least Ω( √ lg n) for search trees. We remark that the lower bound for search trees follows directly from the work of Larsen and Nielsen since search trees can solve the array maintenance problem without overhead. For the remaining problems, we need completely new proofs.

1.2 Related Results

Proving lower bounds for data structures has a long history, starting with the introduction of the cell probe model by Yao [43]. Since then, many exciting techniques have been introduced [8, 26, 30, 33, 27, 31, 28, 34, 21, 22, 44, 4, 24, 40], with the current strongest lower bounds peaking at Ω((lg n/ lg lg n)^2) [21]. Here we briefly survey the known lower bounds related to non-oblivious priority queues and search trees (stacks, queues and deques have constant time solutions without obliviousness).

Tight lower bounds for search trees (predecessor search) were proven by Pǎtraşcu and Thorup [31] using an extension of the round elimination technique of Miltersen et al. [27]. Their lower bound holds even in the static case where no updates to the data are allowed.

For priority queues, one cannot hope to prove an ω(1) lower bound in the cell probe model when w = Θ(r) (this is disappointing since the classic upper bound is O( √ lg lg n)). The reason we cannot hope to prove ω(1) lower bounds is Thorup’s reduction from priority queues to sorting: sorting can be done in linear time in the cell probe model (read the input and write it in sorted order). Hence priority queues have O(1) time cell probe solutions when w = Θ(r). In the external memory model (which corresponds to w = ω(r) and were we only charge for memory accesses and not computation time), we have a non-trivial lower bound of Ω((r/w) lg w/ lg lg n) for priority queues that support DecreaseKeys [6] and a near-matching upper bound of O((r/w) lg n/ lg lg n) [19]. Without DecreaseKeys, there are external memory priority queues supporting operations in O((r/w) lg n/ lg(m/w)) memory accesses [7].

2 Lower Bounds

We prove our lower bounds in the oblivious cell probe model of Larsen and Nielsen [23]. In this model, a data structure consists of a server memory of w-bit cells, each having an integer address in [K] for some K ≤ 2^w. A data structure is furthermore equipped with a client memory of m bits, which is free to access. An oblivious cell probe data structure processes queries and updates by reading and writing to memory cells. For queries, the data structure terminates by announcing the answer to the query based on what it has probed. We refer to the reading and writing of a memory cell simply as probing it. The query and update time is defined as the number of cells it probes when processing a query and an update respectively. Randomized oblivious cell probe data structures furthermore have access to an arbitrarily long uniform random bit string R, which is referred to as the random oracle bit string. The bit string R is drawn before any operations are performed on the data structure and is chosen independently of the future operations. We say that a randomized oblivious data structure has failure probability δ if for every sequence of operations op_1, . . . , op_M , and for every query op_i in that sequence, the probability that op_i is answered correctly is at least 1 − δ.

When processing updates and queries, the cells probed and the contents written to cells in each step may be an arbitrary deterministic function of the client memory, random oracle bit string and contents of all other cells probed so far while processing the current operation. The data structure is also allowed to update the client memory in each step, again setting the contents to an arbitrary deterministic function of the current memory, random oracle bit string and contents of cells probed so far. Allowing an arbitrary deterministic function abstracts away the instruction set of a normal RAM and allows arbitrary computations free of charge.

To define the security requirements of an oblivious data structure, let y := (op_1, . . . , op_M ) denote a sequence of M operations to a data structure problem. Let

A(y) := (A(op_1), . . . , A(op_M ))

denote the corresponding probe sequence, where each A(op_i) is the list of probes made while processing op_i. Note that A(y) is a deterministic function of the random oracle bit string and the sequence y. A data structure is then said to be oblivious if it satisfies the following security guarantee:

Definition 1 (Security). An oblivious cell probe data structure is said to be secure if the following two properties hold:

Indistinguishability: For any two sequences of operations y and z of the same length M, their probe sequences A(y) and A(z) cannot be distinguished with probability better than^1_4 by an algorithm which is polynomial time in M, w and the logarithm of the number of different updates and queries that can be performed on it. Formally, if A_n denotes the image of A on sequences of length n and f : A_n → {0, 1} denotes a polynomial time computable function, then it must be the case that | Pr[f(A(y)) = 1] − Pr[f(A(z)) = 1]| ≤^1_4 for any two sequences y and z of length n. Here the probability is taken over the randomness of the data structure.

Correctness: The oblivious cell probe data structure has failure probability at most 1/3 per operation.

We remark that the above definition of indistinguishability requires that the adversary is deterministic. Since we are proving lower bounds, this restriction only strengthens our results, i.e., even if one needs only be secure against deterministic polynomial time adversaries, then our lower bounds still hold. With these definitions, we are ready to proceed to our proofs. We refer readers interested in a more formal definition of oblivious cell probe data structures to [23].

2.1 Stacks

In this section, we prove our lower bound for stacks and conclude by describing how a small change in the argument yields a similar lower bound for queues. Recall that a stack supports the two operations push and pop, where push adds an r-bit value to the “top” of the stack, and pop removes and returns the element last pushed to the stack (the “top” element). We prove the following lower bound:

Theorem 2. Let D be a stack implemented in the oblivious cell probe model, with r-bit elements for r ≥ 1 and let n ≥ C be an upper bound on the number of elements in D, where C > 1 is some universal constant. If w ≥ 1 denotes the cell size of D, m ≥ w denotes the client memory size and D has failure probability at most 1/3, then there exists a sequence y of n operations such that D must have expected amortized running time Ω(lg(nr/m)r/w) on y.

We let D be a stack as in Theorem 2, except that we assume it has failure probability no more than 1/32. Note that one can always obtain a stack with failure probability 1/32 by running a constant number of independent copies in parallel of a stack with failure probability 1/3. On a pop operation, we simply use a majority vote to determine the result. This increases the running time and memory size by only a constant factor. Throughout the proof, we let [K] ⊆ [2^w] denote the set of possible addresses of the memory cells of D. To prove the theorem, we define a hard/expensive sequence y of n operations. The sequence is as follows:

y := push(¯0), pop, push(¯0), pop, . . . , push(¯0), pop

where ¯0 is the all-zeroes bit string of length r. The sequence y thus repeatedly pushes one element onto the stack, namely the all-zeroes bit string, and then immediately pops it again. This is done for a total of n times, i.e., n/2 push operations and n/2 pop operations. The maximum size of the stack at any given time is thus 1. What makes y expensive in the oblivious setting, is that D’s processing of y must be indistinguishable from many other sequences of n operations.

To prove that y is expensive, we use the approach of Larsen and Nielsen [23] in their lower bound proof for online ORAMs. Their approach is an extension of the earlier information transfer method of Pǎtraşcu and Demaine [33], modified to capture the obliviousness requirement. The setup is as follows: Define an information transfer tree T as a binary tree with exactly n leaves. We assume that n is a power of two such that T is a perfect binary tree. For any sequence z = op_1, . . . , op_n of n operations, associate the i’th operation op_i in z with the i’th leaf of T . When D processes the sequence z, it performs the probes A(z) = (A(op_1), . . . , A(op_n)) where each A(op_i) is a sequence of probes p_{i,1}, . . . , p_{i,ki} performed by D when processing the operation op_i. We assign every probe p_{i,j} in every A(op_i) to a node in T as follows: For a probe p_{i,j} , let s ∈ [K] ⊆ [2^w] denote the address of the memory cell probed. Let p_i′_{,j}′ be the last probe prior to p_{i,j} which also probed the cell with address s. We assign p_{i,j} to the lowest common ancestor of the two leaves corresponding to op_i′ and op_i (leaf number i^′ and i). If p_i′_{,j}′ does not exist, i.e., the cell with address s was never probed before, then we do not assign p_{i,j} to any node in T .

Our goal is to show that for the sequence y, there must be many nodes in T that have many probes assigned to them. Since a probe is only assigned to one node in T , this implies that there must be a large number of probes in A(y). To prove this, define depth(v) for a node v ∈ T to be the distance from v to the root of T , i.e., the root has depth 0 and the leaves have depth lg n. If we use P_v (z) to denote the set of probes assigned to a node v ∈ T for a sequence of n operations z, then we prove the following:

Lemma 1. If D has failure probability at most 1/32 and n ≥ C for some universal constant C > 1, then for every internal node v ∈ T of depth d = depth(v) ∈ {5, . . . , (1/2) lg(nr/m)}, it must be the case that E[|P_v (y)|] = Ω(nr/(w2^d)). Intuitively, the lemma says that P_v(y) contains Ω(r/w) probes for every operation in v’s subtree. Now, since an operation is contained in the subtree rooted at Ω(lg(nr/m)) nodes with a depth in {5, . . . , lg(nr/m)}, it follows that every operation must incur Ω(lg(nr/m)r/w) probes in total. Before proving Lemma 1, we prove formally that it implies Theorem 2. For this, observe that by linearity of expectation and the fact that any probe in A(y) is assigned to at most one node of T , we have: E[|A(y)|] ≥ ∑ v∈T (y) E[|P_v (y)|]

≥ (1/2) lg(nr/w) ∑ d=5 ∑ v∈T (y):depth(v)=d E[|P_v (y)|]

= Ω (1/2) lg(nr/w) ∑ d=5 2^d · (nr/(w2^d)) = Ω(n lg(nr/w)r/w). Since there are n operations in y, this implies that the expected amortized running time of D is Ω(lg(nr/w)r/w).

We thus set out to prove Lemma 1. For this, let v ∈ T be a node with d = depth(v) ∈ {5, . . . , (1/2) lg(nr/m)}. Consider the following random sequence Z_v = op_1, . . . , op_n of n operations: For every operation op_i not associated to a leaf in v’s subtree, we let op_i = push(¯0) if i is odd and we let op_i = pop if i is even. Thus Z_v is identical to the sequence y outside the subtree rooted at v. The n/2^{d+1} operations op_j , . . . , op_{j+n/2}d+1 in v’s left subtree are push(b_1), . . . , push(b_{n/2}d+1 ) where each b_i is a uniform random and independently chosen r-bit string. The n/2^{d+1} operations in v’s right subtree are all pop operations. Thus for the sequence Z_v, we start by repeatedly pushing and popping ¯0 until we reach v’s left subtree. We then push n/2^{d+1} random bit strings onto the stack and pop them again in v’s right subtree. The intuition is that while D processes the pop operations in v’s right subtree, it needs to recover all the random bits that were pushed during the operations in v’s left subtree. By an entropy argument, this means that D must read Ω(nr/2^{d+1}) bits containing information about b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 . This costs Ω(nr/(2^{d+1}w)) probes as cells have w bits. Now observe that those probes must be assigned to v. To see this, note that if they were assigned to ancestors of v, then they read information that was written prior to the operations in v’s left subtree were performed. Hence they cannot reveal useful information about b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 . Similarly, if they were assigned to descendants of v, then they must be assigned to nodes in v’s right subtree. But this means that the cell was already probed during v’s right subtree and thus the probe reveals no new information about b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 . We will use this line of argument to show that:

Lemma 2. If D has failure probability at most 1/32 and n ≥ C for some universal constant C > 1, then for every internal node v ∈ T of depth d = depth(v) ∈ {5, . . . , (1/2) lg(nr/m)}, it must be the case that

Pr[|P_v (Z_v )| ≥ (1/100)nr/(w2^d)] ≥ 1/2.

Lemma 2 shows that for the random sequence Z_v, there must often be many probes assigned to v. Before proving Lemma 2, we use it to finish the proof of Lemma 1. The key idea is that the indistinguishability assumption forces the behaviour of D to look identical regardless of whether it is processing y or Z_v . Thus in some sense |P_v (Z_v )| and |P_v(y)| have to be similar, i.e., y must also force many probes to be assigned to v. We argue formally as follows: Assume for the sake of contradiction that E[|P_v (y)|] ≤ (1/400)nr/(w2^d). Then by Markov’s inequality, we have Pr[|P_v (y)| ≥ (1/100)nr/(w2^d)] ≤ 1/4. Moreover, Lemma 2 and an averaging argument implies that there exists a sequence z ∈ supp(Z_v ) such that Pr[|P_v (z)| ≥ (1/100)nr/(w2^d)] ≥ 1/2. The following procedure now distinguishes y and z with probability at least 1/4: Let a ∈ {y, z} be one of the two sequences of n operations. From A(a), compute the set P_v(a). If |P_v (a)| ≥ (1/100)nr/(w2^d) output 1. Otherwise output 0. Notice that for a = z, this algorithm outputs 1 with probability at least 1/2, whereas if a = y, it outputs 1 with probability at most 1/4, i.e., the algorithm distinguishes y and z with probability at least 1/4. Since the algorithm uses only A(a) to construct P_v (a) and since the algorithm runs in time polynomial in n, this contradicts D being an oblivious stack and completes the proof of Lemma 1.

What remains is to prove Lemma 2. As mentioned above, our proof will exploit that the pop operations in v’s right subtree have to recover all the random bits inserted into the stack by the push operations in v’s left subtree. The formal proof proceeds via an encoding argument. We have two players Alice (encoder) and Bob (decoder) that share the random oracle bit string R used by D. Alice is given b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 as input and must send a message to Bob such that Bob can recover b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 from the message and R. Let H(·) denote binary entropy. Since b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 are uniform random r-bit strings that are chosen independently of each other and the random oracle bit string R, we have H(b_1 . . . b_{n/2}d+1 | R) = nr/2^{d+1}. It follows from Shannon’s source coding theorem than any encoding (message of Alice) must have an expected length of at least nr/2^{d+1} bits if it allows Bob to recover b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 . We now assume for the sake of contradiction Lemma 2 is false, i.e., D has failure probability at most 1/32 and satisfies Pr[|P_v (Z_v )| ≥ (1/100)nr/(w2^d)] < 1/2. Our goal is to show that this assumption allows Alice to send a message shorter than nr/2^{d+1} bits in expectation while still allowing Bob to recover b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 . This is an information theoretic contradiction.

Encoding. Alice is given b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 and R. She proceeds as follows:

1. She starts by constructing the sequence Z_v from b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 . Let Z^0_v denote the subsequence consisting of all operations preceeding v’s subtree. Let Z^r_v denote the operations in v’s left subtree (the push operations) and let Z^ℓ_v denote the operations in v’s right subtree (the pop operations). Alice runs the sequence of operations Z^0_v ∘ Z^ℓ_v ∘ Z^r_v on D using the randomness R. Here ∘ denotes concatenation and Z^0_v ∘ Z^ℓ_v ∘ Z^r_v is simply the sequence of operations up to and including v’s subtree. While doing so, she computes the set P_v (Z_v) (this set does not depend on operations after v’s subtree) and the set Q containing all pop operations in v’s right subtree that fail to return the correct answer. If either

|P_v(Z_v )| ≥ (1/100)nr/(w2^d) or if |Q| ≥ (1/8)n/2^{d+1}, then Alice sends a 0-bit followed by a naive encoding of b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 , costing nr/2^{d+1} bits. Otherwise Alice sends a 1-bit and proceeds to the next step.

2. Alice now sends Bob the contents of the client memory as it was immediately after processing Z^0_v ∘ Z^ℓ_v, costing m bits. She also sends all cells probed by probes in P_v (Z_v). When sending the cells probed by probes in P_v (Z_v ), she sends their addressess as well as their contents as they were immediately after processing Z^0_v ∘ Z^ℓ_v. Accounting for specifying |P_v (Z_v )|, this costs at most lg n + ((1/100)nr/(w2^{d+1})) · (lg K + w) bits. Finally, Alice also sends the set Q together with the correct answer to every pop operation in Q. This costs at most lg n + (1/8)nr/2^{d+1} + lg (_{n/2}d+1 (1/8)n/2^{d+1} ) bits. This concludes Alice’s message.

Decoding. Bob is given R and Alice’s message. His task is to recover b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 . He does as follows:

1. He starts by checking the first bit of Alice’s message. If this is a 0-bit, he immediately recovers b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 from the remaining part of the message (the naive encoding). Otherwise, he proceeds to the next step.

2. Bob can privately compute Z^0_v and Z^r_v as they are independent of b_1, . . . , b_{n/2}d+1 . He does so and now runs Z^0_v on D using the randomness R. Once this has finished, he updates the client memory to what Alice told him it was after Z^0_v ∘ Z^ℓ_v. He also overwrites the contents of every cell probed in P_v(Z_v ) with the contents as they were after processing Z^0_v ∘ Z^ℓ_v. Finally, he skips over all operations in Z^ℓ_v and runs all the operations in Z^r_v on D. He collects the list of answers returned by the pop operations in Z^r_v and finally corrects the answers to all those pop operations that appear in Q. We claim that all pop operations in Z^r_v now give the correct answer for the sequence Z^0_v ∘ Z^ℓ_v ∘ Z^r_v and thus Bob recovers b_i from the answer to the (n/2^{d+1} − i + 1)’th pop operation in Z^r_v . To see this, observe that before applying the corrections in Q, all pop operations give the same answers as when Alice executed them. This is true for the following reason: Every time a probe is made in Z^r_v , Bob has the same contents of the probed cell as Alice did during her processing of the operation. Indeed, consider the first time a cell with some address s ∈ [K] is probed during the processing of Z^r_v . If that probe is in P_v (Z_v ), then the contents are correct since he updated the contents based on Alice’s message. If the probe was assigned to an ancestor of v, it must be the case that the cell was not updated during Alice’s processing of Z^ℓ_v (by the way we assigned probes). Hence the contents Bob has from his simulation of Z^0_v are also the correct contents after processing Z^0_v ∘ Z^ℓ_v. Finally, the cell cannot be assigned to a descendant of v as this would contradict that it is the first time it is being probed during Z^r_v . It follows that Bob always has the same contents of the probed cells as Alice did, and hence his answers to the pop operations are consistent with Alice’s answers (they use the same randomness R).

Analysis. What remains is to analyse the expected size of the encoding to derive our contradiction. Consider first the case in which Alice’s message starts with a 1-bit. In this case, Alice sends no more than

m + 2 lg n + ((1/100)nr/(w2^d)) · (lg K + w) + (1/8)nr/2^{d+1} + lg ( n/2^{d+1} (1/8)n/2^{d+1} )

bits. Using that lg K ≤ w by assumption, (_{n/2}d+1 (1/8)n/2^{d+1} ) ≤ (8e)^{(1/8)n/2d+1} and m ≤ nr/2^{2d} = (nr/2^{d+1})/2^{d−1} ≤ (nr/2^{d+1})/16 (here we use both d ≥ 5 and d ≤ (1/2) lg(nr/m)), we can bound the above by:

(1/16)nr/2^{d+1} + 2 lg n + (1/25)nr/2^{d+1} + (1/8)nr/2^{d+1} + (lg(8e)/8)n/2^{d+1} ≤ 2 lg n + (1/16 + 1/25 + 1/8 + 56/100)nr/2^{d+1} ≤ 2 lg n + (79/100)nr/2^{d+1} ≤ (99/100)nr/2^{d+1}.

In the last line, we used that nr/2^{d+1} ≥ √ nrm/2 which for n at least some sufficiently large constant is much bigger than 2 lg n. Letting C denote the event that Alice’s message starts with a 0-bit, we get that the expected number of bits sent is

1 + Pr[C]nr/2^{d+1} + (1 − Pr[C])(99/100)nr/2^{d+1}.

This is increasing in Pr[C], thus we upper bound Pr[C]. First note that Pr[|P_v (Z_v)| ≥ (1/100)nr/(w2^d)] < 1/2 by assumption. Moreover, we have E[|Q|] = (1/32)n/2^{d+1} since D has failure probability at most 1/32. Hence Pr[|Q| ≥ (1/8)n/2^{d+1}] ≤ 1/4. By Markov’s inequality and a union bound, we have Pr[C] ≤ 1/2 + 1/4 = 3/4. Therefore the expected number of bits sent by Alice is upper bounded by:

1 + (3/4)nr/2^{d+1} + (1/4)(99/100)nr/2^{d+1} < nr/2^{d+1} = H(b_1 · · · b_{n/2}d+1 | R) which gives our contradiction.

2.2 Other Data Structures

In the following, we discuss extensions of the above lower bound to other oblivious data structures. First consider a queue supporting enqueue and dequeue operations. Observe that we can repeat all arguments in the proof of our stack lower bound, replacing any push operation by an enqueue operation and every pop operation by a dequeue operation. The only difference is in the encoding game where Bob uses the answer from the i’th dequeue operation to recover b_i instead of using the (n/2^{d+1} − i + 1)’th pop operation (because a queue is First-In-First-Out as opposed to the Last-In-First-Out behaviour of a stack). Thus the lower bound of Theorem 2 also applies to queues.

Since a deque can simulate both a stack and a queue, the same lower bound naturally applies to deques as well. A priority queue can simulate a queue simply by inserting items with increasing priority, hence the same running time lower bound applies to priority queues as well. Finally, a search tree can simulate all of these, as well as an array, hence the lower bound also applies to search tree and we conclude:

Theorem 3. Let D be either a stack, queue, deque, priority queue or search tree implemented in the oblivious cell probe model, with r-bit elements for r ≥ 1 and let n be an upper bound on the number of elements in D. If w denotes the cell size of D, m denotes the client memory size and D has failure probability at most 1/3 per operation, then there exists a sequence y of n operations such that D must have expected amortized running time Ω(lg(nr/m)r/w) on y.

References

[1] G. Asharov, I. Komargodski, W.-K. Lin, K. Nayak, and E. Shi. Optorama: Optimal oblivious ram.

Cryptology ePrint Archive, Report 2018/892, 2018. https://eprint.iacr.org/2018/892.

[2] E. Boyle, K. Chung, and R. Pass. Oblivious parallel RAM and applications. In E. Kushilevitz and T. Malkin, editors, Theory of Cryptography - 13th International Conference, TCC 2016-A, Tel Aviv, Israel, January 10-13, 2016, Proceedings, Part II, volume 9563 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 175–204. Springer, 2016.

[3] K. Chung, Z. Liu, and R. Pass. Statistically-secure ORAM with õ(log2 n) overhead. In P. Sarkar and T. Iwata, editors, Advances in Cryptology - ASIACRYPT 2014 - 20th International Conference on the Theory and Application of Cryptology and Information Security, Kaoshiung, Taiwan, R.O.C., December 7-11, 2014, Proceedings, Part II, volume 8874 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 62–81. Springer, 2014.

[4] R. Clifford, A. Grønlund, and K. G. Larsen. New unconditional hardness results for dynamic and online problems. In Proc. 56th IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, 2015.

[5] I. Damgård, S. Meldgaard, and J. B. Nielsen. Perfectly secure oblivious RAM without random oracles.

In Y. Ishai, editor, Theory of Cryptography - 8th Theory of Cryptography Conference, TCC 2011, Providence, RI, USA, March 28-30, 2011. Proceedings, volume 6597 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 144–163. Springer, 2011.

[6] K. Eenberg, K. G. Larsen, and H. Yu. DecreaseKeys are expensive for external memory priority queues.

In STOC’17—Proceedings of the 49th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 1081–1093. ACM, New York, 2017.

[7] R. Fadel, K. V. Jakobsen, J. Katajainen, and J. Teuhola. Heaps and heapsort on secondary storage.

Theoret. Comput. Sci., 220(2):345–362, 1999.

[8] M. L. Fredman and M. E. Saks. The cell probe complexity of dynamic data structures. In Proceedings of the 21st Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 345–354, 1989.

[9] M. L. Fredman and D. E. Willard. Surpassing the information theoretic bound with fusion trees. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 47(3):424 – 436, 1993.

[10] S. Garg, S. Lu, and R. Ostrovsky. Black-box garbled RAM. In V. Guruswami, editor, IEEE 56th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2015, Berkeley, CA, USA, 17-20 October, 2015, pages 210–229. IEEE Computer Society, 2015.

[11] C. Gentry, S. Halevi, S. Lu, R. Ostrovsky, M. Raykova, and D. Wichs. Garbled RAM revisited. In P. Q. Nguyen and E. Oswald, editors, Advances in Cryptology - EUROCRYPT 2014 - 33rd Annual International Conference on the Theory and Applications of Cryptographic Techniques, Copenhagen, Denmark, May 11-15, 2014. Proceedings, volume 8441 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 405–422. Springer, 2014.

[12] O. Goldreich and R. Ostrovsky. Software protection and simulation on oblivious RAMs. J. ACM, 43(3):431–473, 1996.

[13] M. T. Goodrich. BIOS ORAM: improved privacy-preserving data access for parameterized outsourced storage. In B. M. Thuraisingham and A. J. Lee, editors, Proceedings of the 2017 on Workshop on Privacy in the Electronic Society, Dallas, TX, USA, October 30 - November 3, 2017, pages 41–50. ACM, 2017.

[14] M. T. Goodrich. Isogrammatic-fusion ORAM: improved statistically secure privacy-preserving cloud data access for thin clients. In Proceedings of the 13th ACM ASIA Conference on Information, Computer and Communication Security, 2018. To appear.

[15] M. T. Goodrich and M. Mitzenmacher. Mapreduce parallel cuckoo hashing and oblivious RAM simulations. CoRR, abs/1007.1259, 2010.

[16] M. T. Goodrich and M. Mitzenmacher. Privacy-preserving access of outsourced data via oblivious RAM simulation. In L. Aceto, M. Henzinger, and J. Sgall, editors, Automata, Languages and Programming - 38th International Colloquium, ICALP 2011, Zurich, Switzerland, July 4-8, 2011, Proceedings, Part II, volume 6756 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 576–587. Springer, 2011.

[17] M. T. Goodrich, M. Mitzenmacher, O. Ohrimenko, and R. Tamassia. Privacy-preserving group data access via stateless oblivious RAM simulation. In Rabani [35], pages 157–167.

[18] Y. Han and M. Thorup. Integer sorting in O(n √ lg lg n) expected time and linear space. In Foundations of Computer Science, 2002. Proceedings. The 43rd Annual IEEE Symposium on, pages 135–144. IEEE, 2002.

[19] S. Jiang and K. Green Larsen. A Faster External Memory Priority Queue with DecreaseKeys. ArXiv e-prints, June 2018.

[20] E. Kushilevitz, S. Lu, and R. Ostrovsky. On the (in)security of hash-based oblivious RAM and a new balancing scheme. In Rabani [35], pages 143–156.

[21] K. G. Larsen. The cell probe complexity of dynamic range counting. In Proc. 44th ACM Symposium on Theory of Computation, pages 85–94, 2012.

[22] K. G. Larsen. Higher cell probe lower bounds for evaluating polynomials. In 53rd Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2012, pages 293–301, 2012.

[23] K. G. Larsen and J. B. Nielsen. Yes, there is an oblivious RAM lower bound! In H. Shacham and A. Boldyreva, editors, Advances in Cryptology - CRYPTO 2018 - 38th Annual International Cryptology Conference, Santa Barbara, CA, USA, Lecture Notes in Computer Science. Springer, 2018.

[24] K. G. Larsen, O. Weinstein, and H. Yu. Crossing the logarithmic barrier for dynamic boolean data structure lower bounds. In Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2018, 2018. To appear.

[25] S. Lu and R. Ostrovsky. Black-box parallel garbled RAM. In J. Katz and H. Shacham, editors, Advances in Cryptology - CRYPTO 2017 - 37th Annual International Cryptology Conference, Santa Barbara, CA, USA, August 20-24, 2017, Proceedings, Part II, volume 10402 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 66–92. Springer, 2017.

[26] P. B. Miltersen. On the cell probe complexity of polynomial evaluation. Theoretical Computer Science, 143:167–174, May 1995.

[27] P. B. Miltersen, N. Nisan, S. Safra, and A. Wigderson. On data structures and asymmetric communication complexity. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 57(1):37–49, 1998.

[28] R. Panigrahy, K. Talwar, and U. Wieder. Lower bounds on near neighbor search via metric expansion.

In 51th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2010, pages 805–814, 2010.

[29] S. Patel, G. Persiano, M. Raykova, and K. Yeo. PanORAMa: Oblivious RAM with logarithmic overhead.

IACR Cryptology ePrint Archive, 2018:373, 2018.

[30] M. Pǎtraşcu and E. D. Demaine. Tight bounds for the partial-sums problem. In Proceedings of the Fifteenth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2004, pages 20–29, 2004.

[31] M. Pǎtraşcu and M. Thorup. Time-space trade-offs for predecessor search. In Proc. 38th ACM Symposium on Theory of Computation, pages 232–240, 2006.

[32] B. Pinkas and T. Reinman. Oblivious RAM revisited. In T. Rabin, editor, Advances in Cryptology - CRYPTO 2010, 30th Annual Cryptology Conference, Santa Barbara, CA, USA, August 15-19, 2010. Proceedings, volume 6223 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 502–519. Springer, 2010.

[33] M. Pǎtraşcu and E. D. Demaine. Logarithmic lower bounds in the cell-probe model. SIAM J. Comput., 35(4):932–963, 2006.

[34] M. Pǎtraşcu and M. Thorup. Don’t rush into a union: take time to find your roots. In Proceedings of the 43rd ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2011, pages 559–568, 2011.

[35] Y. Rabani, editor. Proceedings of the Twenty-Third Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2012, Kyoto, Japan, January 17-19, 2012. SIAM, 2012.

[36] E. Stefanov and E. Shi. Oblivistore: High performance oblivious distributed cloud data store. In 20th Annual Network and Distributed System Security Symposium, NDSS 2013, San Diego, California, USA, February 24-27, 2013. The Internet Society, 2013.

[37] E. Stefanov, M. van Dijk, E. Shi, C. W. Fletcher, L. Ren, X. Yu, and S. Devadas. Path ORAM: an extremely simple oblivious RAM protocol. In A. Sadeghi, V. D. Gligor, and M. Yung, editors, 2013 ACM SIGSAC Conference on Computer and Communications Security, CCS’13, Berlin, Germany, November 4-8, 2013, pages 299–310. ACM, 2013.

[38] M. Thorup. Equivalence between priority queues and sorting. Journal of the ACM (JACM), 54(6):28, 2007.

[39] X. S. Wang, K. Nayak, C. Liu, T. H. Chan, E. Shi, E. Stefanov, and Y. Huang. Oblivious data structures.

In G. Ahn, M. Yung, and N. Li, editors, Proceedings of the 2014 ACM SIGSAC Conference on Computer and Communications Security, Scottsdale, AZ, USA, November 3-7, 2014, pages 215–226. ACM, 2014.

[40] O. Weinstein and H. Yu. Amortized dynamic cell-probe lower bounds from four-party communication.

In Proc. 57th IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, pages 305–314, 2016.

[41] D. E. Willard. Log-logarithmic worst-case range queries are possible in space θ(n). Information Processing Letters, 17(2):81 – 84, 1983.

[42] P. Williams, R. Sion, and A. Tomescu. Privatefs: a parallel oblivious file system. In T. Yu, G. Danezis, and V. D. Gligor, editors, the ACM Conference on Computer and Communications Security, CCS’12, Raleigh, NC, USA, October 16-18, 2012, pages 977–988. ACM, 2012.

[43] A. C. Yao. Should tables be sorted? J. ACM, 28(3):615–628, 1981.

[44] H. Yu. Cell-probe lower bounds for dynamic problems via a new communication model. CoRR, abs/1512.01293, 2015.