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AUTHENTICATION USING RANDOM
CHALLENGES

This application is a file wrapper continuation of appli-
cation Ser. No. 08/482,013 filed Jun. 7, 1995.

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION

1. Field of the Invention

This invention relates generally to a system for authenti-
cation between two parties—for example, a user and a host
computer. More particularly, the present invention relates to
a system for generating challenges and responses, based on
a function generated from specific input values, between an
authenticating party and a party to be authenticated in order
to establish the identities of either or both.

2. Description of the Related Art

One method for protecting valuable computer based
resources and digital services, such as computer time shar-
ing services, computer information services (e.g., Com-
puServe® Information Service), automated teller machines,
pay television, etc., is to employ an authentication mecha-
nism that controls access to the computer or service (the
host). Authentication protects resources by stopping vandals
before they enter the host. Today, most authentication meth-
ods require a computer or service user (the user) to prove his
or her identity before accessing the host. Therefore, authen-
tication takes place during an initial login sequence. If the
user is unable to prove his or her identity during this
sequence, access to the host will be denied. While authen-
tication may be enforced only during an initial login
sequence, it may also be enforced throughout an entire
session so that the host and/or user identities are authenti-
cated with each transmission or after some number of
transmissions during the session.

During any authentication sequence, security may be
breached in several ways. First, the user may not be the
person he or she purports to be and is in reality, a computer
vandal (an opponent). Second, the host may not be the entity
it purports to be so that the user logs into an imposter host
which can then gain valuable personal information (e.g.,
credit card numbers). Finally, an eavesdropper may be
monitoring the exchange between the user and the host in
order to capture information that may be used to breach
security during this or a subsequent session. Given the
possible security breaches that may occur during an authen-
tication sequence, there is a need for individuals who use
various computer based services or other digital services to
be able to identify themselves to the host in a way that makes
impersonation by anyone else difficult, and preferably,
impossible. In some applications, authentication may be
carried out continuously throughout the session.

Most login sequences begin with the host prompting the
user for an identification name or number and a password
(sometimes called a personal identification number or PIN).
This approach involves a two stage process in which the user
and host first agree on a user ID, such as an authentication
name or number, and an associated password. This is done
in a secure manner—for example, in a personal meeting or
via mail. Both the host and the user store these values. When
the user desires service, he sends his user ID and password
to the host. The host then compares the offered password
with the value previously stored by the host for that user. If
the offered and stored passwords agree, the user is granted
access to services. If they disagree, the user is prompted to
try again because users make occasional typing errors.
However, the rate at which passwords may be tried is often
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2

limited (e.g., once every five seconds) to prevent automated
attacks in which passwords are tried at electronic speeds—
potentially thousands of passwords per second. For similar
reasons, the number of incorrect login attempts is often
limited (e.g., to three) before the user account is put on hold
pending investigation of a possible attack. These limits place
little or no burden on legitimate users because humans can
only enter a password once every few seconds and rarely
enter incorrect passwords many times in a row. However,
these limits may thwart the efforts of an opponent using an
automated attack because the attack is at least interrupted if
not stopped completely.

Security under this mechanism may be breached when the
user ID and password are told to, guessed, or captured by an
opponent. One method for capturing passwords is to eaves-
drop on channels carrying passwords. “Password login”
security has sufficed for many services that rely on the
dial-up telephone network because eavesdropping on a
telephone call carried over the dial-up network requires a
wiretap—an invasive act susceptible to detection and appre-
hension of the wiretapper. However, “password login” is
highly insecure when used on new, shared communication
channels such as local area networks (LANS), the Internet,
cellular telephones, etc. Eavesdropping on shared commu-
nication channels is accomplished easily, with little chance
of detection, because of their shared nature. For example, on
a LAN, each user’s computer sees all messages going to any
other computer, but a legitimate user’s network adapter (e.g.,
an Ethernet card) is programmed to only pick off and store
those messages with that user’s address. It is a simple matter,
almost impossible to detect, for the user to reprogram the
network adapter to store all messages with one or more other
users’ addresses. Debugging tools in some network adapters
facilitate eavesdropping under so-called “promiscuous lis-
tening mode.” This mode is intended for network adminis-
trators’ trouble shooting, but may be used by dishonest users
as well.

Challenge-response schemes attempt to address the
eavesdropping problem. When the host computer answers
the user’s authentication request, it initiates a dialog by
sending the user a challenge which either never repeats—for
example, the date and time—or has negligible probability of
repeating—for example a 64-bit random value. The user’s
computer receives the host’s challenge, encrypts it under a
password supplied by the user, and returns the response to
the host. The host also knows this password and can
authenticate the user’s identity by comparing this user’s
response with a correctly encrypted version of the challenge.
Because the password itself is never sent, an eavesdropper
must cryptanalyze the system in order to impersonate a user.

Variations of this challenge and response authentication
include requiring the user to send a challenge to the host so
that the host authenticates itself to the user, thereby prevent-
ing an opponent from posing as the host. Under this scheme,
the user sends a challenge to the host, the host generates the
response to the challenge as above, and the user checks the
validity of the host’s response. Authentication of the host
may be important if the user is communicating confidential
information.

Bi-directional or mutual authentication, in which both
host and user authenticate each other, is also clearly pos-
sible. Under this two-way scheme, the user must prove his
or her identity to the host and the host must prove its identity
to the user. In some instances (e.g., if the challenge is the
date and time), the challenge may be generated by the user
or a third party, rather than by the host. In the former case,
the challenge need not be transmitted to the user. A similar
option exists in bidirectional authentication.
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While such challenge-response schemes provide a
defense against eavesdroppers, short passwords are insecure
because an eavesdropping opponent can search through all
possiblities rapidly. In particular, short passwords are often
susceptible to “dictionary attacks” in which an opponent
attempts to guess the password by monitoring the challenges
and responses and testing frequently used passwords (e.g.,
the user’s name) by performing the same operations as the
user and host computers. Dictionary attacks may be
thwarted by requiring longer passwords, perhaps as long as
cryptographic keys. For example, if the Data Encryption
Standard (DES) is used as the cryptographic system in the
challenge and response authentication, and if the password
is a 56-bit totally random value (the size of DES’s key), then
an opponent must search 2°°=7E16 values. If the password
is four alphanumeric characters, instead, the opponent must
search only 36*=2E6 values. If the opponent can search 1E5
values per second (a typical value for a modem PC),
searching for the totally random key takes 7E11 seconds=
20,000 years, but, searching for a four character alphanu-
meric key takes only 20 seconds.

If the password must be memorized or entered manually
by the user, there is great user resistance to using long,
random passwords. Even when passwords are stored in
script files that are communicated automatically to the host,
many users select passwords that are short or non-random.

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION

The present invention addresses the problems of short or
non-random passwords present in current authentication
schemes, and, particularly, challenge-response authentica-
tion schemes. In the authentication scheme of the present
invention, the authenticating party and/or the party to be
authenticated prove that they know a shared password. Proof
of knowledge of the password is provided without actually
revealing the password during the exchange of data in an
authentication sequence. In a unidirectional authentication
scheme using the present invention, in which the host
computer verifies the identity of the user, the following
exchange may take place. First, the host computer sends a
challenge to the user. The user takes the challenge and
generates a response based on a function of the password
and additional input values. The user sends the response to
the host computer which then compares the response to the
result of a function applied to the password and additional
input values. Identity of the user is confirmed when the host
computer generates locally a match for the response from
the user.

The user’s response is based on the result of a function
that includes an extra input value, called PAD, which is
unknown to the host. The use of the value PAD is unique to
the present invention. To confirm the identity of the user, the
host, which knows the format of the extra input value, but
not the actual value, may need to try all possible values for
the extra input value in attempting to match the user’s
response. While a usual goal is to minimize the computa-
tional cost to the host and user, one of the surprising
advantages of the present invention is the increased cost of
generating a response—in this instance, the host response,
because that cost increase also extends to the opponent. As
a result, the present invention increases the difficulty of
dictionary attacks by increasing significantly the number of
operations an opponent must perform to generate a match
and learn a password.

The extent of the cost increase may be illustrated by
examples. However, the computation times described herein
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4

are representative only. Host computation times that are
greater or less than those provided in the examples may
result from various embodiments of the present invention.
The examples provided are not intended to limit the scope of
the present invention to the particular embodiment described
herein.

In previously known challenge-response authentication
schemes, if computation of a response takes 0.01 msec on a
$2,000 PC, the corresponding cost per authentication to the
host and the user is approximately $2E-10 ($2,000 divided
by the number of 0.01 msec in three years, the approximate
useful life of the PC.) An opponent who must search 2
million “short” passwords on a similar machine has a cost 2
million times as large, or $0.0004—a trivial sum for obtain-
ing a password. As noted above, the search may be accom-
plished in 20 seconds on a PC. Because all three costs are so
small, it pays to increase the computation time of each
response to 100 seconds, ten million times longer than
before. Then, the costs to the host and the user increase by
a factor of ten million to $0.002—which is still
insignificant—while the opponent’s cost also increases by a
factor of ten million to $4,000—a point at which attacking
the system may not be economical. If the opponent is limited
to using a single PC, the computations take 2 years.

While a cost of $0.002 to host and user is reasonable, the
attendant delay time of 100 seconds to authentication,
needed to achieve this cost, is unacceptable. If, as is often the
case, the host generates many responses every minute, it can
overcome this delay by using powerful workstations. The
high capital cost of this equipment is offset by the large
number of responses computed so that the cost per response
is still $0.002, provided the workstations are kept fully
loaded.

If, as is true for a large computer information service,
thousands of authentications are handled each hour, it is also
possible to use special purpose hardware to generate
responses at the host. In addition to reducing the authenti-
cation delay to a reasonable level, special purpose hardware
can give the host an economic advantage if the response
algorithm is designed to be hardware prone (i.e., having a
high ratio of computation cost in software vs. hardware.)

While the time delay at the host can be made reasonable,
users cannot afford to invest in fast workstations or special
purpose hardware merely to speed up authentication. Unlike
the host, users rarely generate responses so such devices
would be idle most of the time with a large attendant
increase in the cost per authentication. The problem is thus
reduced to one of increasing the host’s cost of generating
responses without increasing the user’s cost. The present
invention accomplishes this goal through the use of an extra
input value. The extra input value is a padding value
PAD—chosen by the user’s computer—to lengthen the
password. If, for example, the password is four characters
long and DES is used as the basis of the challenge and
response authentication system, then 24 random bits may be
used for PAD. In an ASCII representation, a four character
password is 32 bits long so adding 24 PAD bits makes it 56
bits long, the right size for a DES key. A 24 bit PAD results
in 2**=17 million possible values, close to a cost increase
factor of ten million used earlier as an example.

Because PAD is known to the user, he does not see any
change from the situation before PAD was introduced and
can generate the response in 0.01 msec at a cost of $2E-10.
But the host, which does not know PAD, must generate the
response to its challenge for the password and PAD concat-
enation for each of the 2** possible values of PAD and
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accept the response as valid if any PAD value results in the
received response. It is seen that the host’s cost increases by
a factor of 2** to $0.004, while the user’s cost, and more
importantly, delay are unchanged. Most importantly, an
eavesdropping opponent who tries to learn the password by
encrypting the challenge under all possible password and
PAD concatenated values also sees an increase in cost by a
factor of 2** (to $7,000) compared to the situation before
PAD was added. Thus, the use of PAD increases the host’s
and the opponent’s cost in an easily controlled manner,
while leaving the user’s cost and delay unchanged.

Another advantage of the present invention is that the cost
to the host and opponent may be controlled independently of
the cost to the user. This is important in an environment
where users have vastly different computing abilities, as is
the case today where a computer information service must
serve a pool of users whose computers range from the
original IBM PC through 100 MHz Pentium systems—a
range of approximately 100 in computing power. The time
to compute the user response to the host’s challenge must be
reasonable on the slowest of these user computers, but
without the present invention’s use of PAD, that may allow
an opponent to search probable passwords 100 times faster
than if the service could assume all users had powerful
computers. The present invention allows the service to add
2 digits to PAD, increasing the cost to the host and opponent
by a factor of 100, the factor by which the service would
have liked to increase the response computation time if all
users had modem, powerful computers. The increased cost
to the host is not a problem because it will be equipped with
modem, fast computers.

If bi-directional or mutual authentication is desired, the
reverse operation may used so that the user challenges the
host and the host chooses a PAD value. However, under this
scheme, the user’s delay would increase unacceptably. The
present invention may address this problem by having the
user first authenticate himself to the host and then having the
host authenticate itself to the user using the same PAD value
chosen by the user and now known to the host. The cost to
the host and user of this second authentication is unaffected
by the use of PAD because the host has already paid the price
for learning PAD when verifying the user’s response. An
opponent who attacks either response in an attempt to learn
the password has his cost increased by the number of PAD
values.

The present invention offers several advantages over
previously known authentication schemes, particularly,
challenge and response authentication schemes. The security
of the authentication, based on the addition of PAD, is
improved even when relatively short passwords are used.
The likelihood of successful dictionary attacks is also
reduced because the number of eavesdropper computations
needed to search a set of probable passwords (e.g., names)
is increased significantly. However, no additional time is
needed for the user to generate his response or to validate the
host’s response. These advantages and others are explained
further by the accompanying drawings and detailed descrip-
tion.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

FIG. 1 is a schematic representation of the flow of data
between the user’s and host computer;

FIG. 2A is a flow chart of the authentication sequence for
host computer authentication of the user; and

FIG. 2B is a flow chart of user authentication of the host
computer.
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6
DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF PREFERRED
EMBODIMENT(S)

Referring now to FIG. 1, there is shown the flow of data
between the user’s computer 10 and the host computer 12.
The user is assigned, prior to any communications, an
identification sequence and a password known also by the
host computer. Furthermore, the host and user computers
know, prior to the exchange of data, what functions should
be applied to the exchanged data. FIG. 1 represents a
preferred embodiment of the present invention. The
exchange of information may take place in a different order.
In addition, the number of values exchanged between the
user and host computer could be lesser or greater than the
number provided in the preferred embodiment. The source
of the values may vary in different embodiments of the
present invention. Also, the types of values may be different.
Finally, although the preferred embodiment involves
bi-directional or mutual authentication, unidirectional
authentication is also possible so that only the host verifies
the identity of the user or only the user verifies the identity
of the host.

The authentication dialog, or protocol, involves the
exchange of, preferably, four values: the user’s ID 16, the
host’s challenge 18, the user’s response 20, and the host’s
response 22. Preferably, the standard protocol translates all
exchanges into line-oriented text. The worst impact of line
noise is a failure to log in to the host.

Preferably, the protocol uses a simple checksum on each
exchanged value. The checksum may be useful for assis-
tance in auditing the process. If the arriving data have an
incorrect checksum or cannot be understood, then the prob-
lem is most likely line noise. If however, the checksum is
correct, then a failure to log in usually means the user did not
know the password and is more likely to be an opponent.

In the preferred embodiment, the exchange begins with
the host computer 12 sending a prompt 14 to the user 10 for
an identification name or number. The user responds with a
user ID 16. The host then sends to the user a challenge CA
18. Then, the user sends to the host computer a response 20
generated from the password, the host’s challenge, and an
extra value PAD 20 using a function FA. Other values, such
as a challenge from the user, also may be used in generating
the response. The host verifies the identity of the user by
comparing the user’s response 20 to its own internally
generated response using the same function with the same
input values.

For bi-directional authentication, the user may verify the
identity of the host. The host generates and sends to the user
a response generated from a different function FB of the
password, the host’s challenge, and the user’s extra value
PAD that was sent earlier 22. The user verifies the identity
of the host by comparing the host’s response to his internally
generated value using the function FB with the same input
values. Other values, such as a challenge from the user, also
may be used in generating the response.

Referring now to FIG. 2A, a preferred embodiment of the
authentication sequence is shown. The host begins the
authentication process by prompting the user for his or her
ID 12. In the next step, the host generates a challenge, CA,
20. The process of generating a challenge is well known in
the art and is not explained here. For example, the challenge
may be a random value or the date and time. Challenges of
other sizes and origins may be used as well. The host then
sends to the user the challenge, preferably, in the format
“CA:” plus the challenge followed by a carriage return and
line feed 20.
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Next, the user generates a response, “UR”, to send to the
host computer 22. The host computer uses this response to
verify the identity of the user. To generate the response UR,
the user first generates an extra value PAD of a format
known to the host computer. This extra value is not trans-
mitted to the host computer. The use of this extra value PAD
is unique to the present invention. The response UR depends
on the password, the host’s challenge (CA), and the extra
value of known format (PAD). Preferrably, the response is
generated from a one-way function (functionA) that is easy
to compute, but difficult to invert such as the MD5 digest or
DES function. These functions are well known in the art and
are not described here. Many other functions may work as
well. The user then sends to the host computer the response,
preferably, in the format “UR:” plus the response followed
by a carriage return and line feed 22.

In steps 24-38, the host computer attempts to verify the
identity of the user by comparing its own results, using the
same function and input values, with the user’s response
(UR). The extra value (PAD) used in the calculation of the
user’s response (UR) above, however, was not transmitted to
the host. Therefore, to find a matching value, the host may
be required to try all possible values (PV) of the known
format. Preferably, the host cycles through all possible
values for the known format, beginning at 0, 24 and tests
them in order 26, 28, 30, 32. The values may actually be
tested in any order—for example, ascending, descending, or
random. For each possible value, the host generates a value
(HV), preferrably using the same one-way function (FA) of
the password, the host’s challenge (CA), and the extra value
of known format (PV) 26. The host compares this generated
value (HV) to the user response (UR) to verify the user’s
identity 28. If the host value (HV) and user response (UR)
do not match 28, the host increments the extra value (PV)
30. If the incremented value (PV) is still within the range of
possibilities 32, then the host generates a new value (HV)
using the new extra value 26. If the host value (HV) and user
response (UR) do not match 28 and all possible extra values
have been tried 32, then the user does not know the password
and the authentication sequence aborts 34. If the host value
HV and the user’s response UR match 28 for any value of
PV, then the user is authenticated and the host has learned
PAD.

In step 36, a test for bi-directional authentication is made
36. If host identity is not to be confirmed, then the work
session may begin or continue because user identity has
been confirmed.

In the bi-directional authentication scheme of the pre-
ferred embodiment, the host generates a response (HR) that
is a one-way function (functionB) of the password, the
challenge (CA), and the extra value (PAD) that the host
determined was part of the user response (UR) 40.
Preferrably, the response is generated from a one-way func-
tion that is easy to compute, but difficult to invert such as the
MDS5 digest or DES function. These functions are well
known in the art and are not described here. Many other
functions may work as well. Preferably, the function (FB) is
not the same one used by the host and user to verify the
identity of the user (functionA). The host then sends to the
user its response (HR), preferably, in the format “HR:” plus
the response followed by a carriage return and line feed 40.

The user attempts to verify the identity of the host by
comparing its own results, using the same function
(functionB) and input values, with the host’s response (HR).
The user generates a value (UV) 42 using the password, the
challenge (CA), and extra value (PAD) generated in step 22.
If the host response (HR) and user value (UV) do not match
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44, then the host does not know the password and the
authentication sequence aborts 46. If the host response (HR)
and user value (UV) match 44, then the identity of the host
is verified and the user may begin or continue a work session
48.

The present invention offers several advantages over
known authentication mechanisms. The method increases
costs for both the host and an opponent. The cost increase for
the host, however, is manageable because its base cost,
before the increase, was lower. Additionally, the host’s cost
may be managed by use of hardware prone responses and the
use of special purpose hardware and/or fast workstations.
The cost increase for the opponent, however, is unlikely to
be manageable because the opponent’s base cost is higher
and potentially, the method is expensive in software. As a
result, opponents may be deterred from attempting unautho-
rized access to the host. Most importantly, the method does
not increase costs or impose delays for users.

In addition, the host and user are not dependent upon the
secrecy of the method or non-obviousness of intercepted
data for protection during the authentication sequence. As a
result, the mechanism may be published and incorporated in
many products. Furthermore, the method of the present
invention may be used regardless of the means of access. It
may be used whether the user’s path to the host is through
a network modem, cable TV, the Internet or one of many
other means. Therefore, users are not required to invest in
special hardware or equipment to access the host. In
addition, the method may be password based so that users
need only a password and possibly, a user ID—a paradigm
familiar to most users today.

The present invention protects valuable resources by
providing for authentication between two parties—for
example, a computer user and a host computer. For com-
puter users and hosts, the authentication may take place
during the login sequence so that computer vandals may be
prevented from entering the computer system. In addition,
authentication may be enforced throughout a session
between the user and host computer. Although the invention
has been described in accordance with one preferred
embodiment, it is to be understood that the present invention
contemplates other embodiments compatible with the teach-
ings herein. Various changes may be made to the number and
types of values used, the formats of values used, and the
functions applied to the data without departing from the
spirit and scope of the invention. Also, the source of the
values may differ in various embodiments. In addition,
devices such as cable TV boxes may take the place of the
user’s computer and still be within the scope of the intended
invention. Devices such as cellular telephones may take the
place of the host computer and still be within the scope of
the invention. A preferred or exemplary embodiment of the
invention has been described.

What is claimed is:

1. A method of authentication, said method comprising
the steps of:

(i) generating a password, said password known to a first

party and a second party;

(i) generating at least one challenge, said at least one
challenge being generated by said first party, said
second party, or a third party;

(iii) generating a first value, said first value within a range
of values determined prior to generating said first value
and said first value being generated by said second
party;

(iv) generating a first response using said password, at
least one of said challenges, and said first value, said
first response being generated by said second party;
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(v) trapsmitting said first response from said second party
to said first party;

(vi) generating a second value, said second value within
said range of values determined prior to generating said
first value and said second value being generated by
said first party;

(vii) generating a second response using said password, at
least one of said challenges, and said second value, said
second response being generated by said first party; and

(viii) comparing said first response and said second
response, said comparison performed by said first party.
2. The method according to claim 1, further comprising
the step of repeating steps vi, vii, and viii until said first
response and said second response match or until all of said
second values within said range of values determined prior
to generating said first value have been generated.
3. The method of claim 1, further comprising the steps of:
said first party generating a third response using said
password, at least one of said challenges, and said
second value;

transmitting said third response from said first party to
said second party;

generating a fourth response using said password, at least
one of said challenges, and said first value, said fourth
response being generated by said second party; com-
paring said third response and said fourth response,
said comparison being done by said second party.

4. The method of claim 1, further comprising the step of
generating said first response using said password, at least
one of said challenges, said first value, and at least one
additional challenge from said second party and generating
said second response using said password, at least one of
said challenges, said second value, and at least one addi-
tional challenge from said second party.

5. The method of claim 1, wherein the step of generating
said first value comprises the step of randomly generating
said first value.

6. The method of claim 1 wherein said step of comparing
said first response and said second response guarantees
authentication of said second party by said first party.

7. The method of claim 1 wherein the step of generating
second values within said range of values comprises gener-
ating said second values in ascending order beginning with
the minimum value in said range of values.

8. The method of claim 1 wherein the step of generating
second values within said range of values determined prior
to generating said first value comprises generating said
second values in descending order beginning with the maxi-
mum value in said range of values.

9. A system for authenticating comprising:

a first party;

a second party;

means for generating a password, said password known
by said first party and by said second party;

means for generating at least one challenge, said at least
one challenge being generated by said first party, said
second party, or a third party;

means for said second party to generate a first value
within a predetermined range of values;

means for said second party to generate a first response
using said password, at least one of said challenges, and
said first value;

means for transmitting said first response to said first
party; and

means for said first party to generate a plurality of second
values within said predetermined range of values and a
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plurality of second responses using said password, at
least one of said challenges, and one of said plurality of
second values until said first response matches one of
said plurality of second responses or until all of said
second values within said predetermined range of val-
ues have been generated.

10. The system of claim 9, further comprising a means for
generating said first response using said password, at least
one of said challenges, said first value, and at least one
additional challenge from said second party and a means for
generating said plurality of second responses using said
password, at least one of said challenges, said second values
within said predetermined range of values, and at least one
additional challenge from said second party.

11. The system of claim 9, further comprising:

means for said first party to generate a third response
using said password, at least one of said challenges, and
said second value;

means for said first party to transmit said third response to
said second party;

means for said second party to generate a fourth response
using said password, at least one of said challenges, and
said first value;

means for said second party to compare said third
response and said fourth response.

12. The system of claim 9, wherein said second value is

randomly generated.

13. The system of claim 9 wherein said second party is
authenticated if said first response and said second response
match.

14. The system of claim 9 wherein said plurality of second
values is generated in ascending order beginning with the
minimum value in said predetermined range of values.

15. The system of claim 9 wherein said plurality of second
values is generated in descending order beginning with the
maximum value in said predetermined range of values.

16. A method of authentication, said method comprising
the steps of:

providing a first party with a password;

providing a second party with said password;

establishing by communication between said first party
and said second party, that said second party knows
said password, said communication involving a value,
said value known to said first party, said value within
a determinate range of values known to said second
party, and said value tested by said second party; and

maintaining said communication free of revealing said
password.

17. A system for authentication comprising:

a first party

a second party;

a first response, said first response being generated by said
second party from a first random value within a speci-
fied range of values known to said first party and said
first response being transmitted to said first party;

a second response, said second response being generated
by said first party at a cost substantially higher than the
cost of generating said first response.

18. The system of claim 17 wherein said first party
generates said second response in accordance with a plural-
ity of second values within said specified range of values
known to said first party.

19. The system of claim 17 wherein said second party is
authenticated if said first response and said second response
match.
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