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Abstract—Since the term first coined in 1999, the Internet of
Things (IoT) has gained significant momentum in connecting
physical objects to the Internet and facilitating machine-tohuman and machine-to-machine communications. By offering the
capability to connect and integrate both digital and physical entities, IoT becomes an important paradigm that enables a whole
new class of applications and services. Security is one of the
most challenging issues that need to be addressed before these
IoT applications and services can be fully embraced. In this survey, we investigate the major research efforts over the period
of 2013-2019 that address IoT security and privacy issues. We
provide extensive discussions on securing cloud-based IoT solutions. The main focus of these discussions is on securing the
information in transit between IoT devices and IoT applications,
where most of the data processing and modelling tasks take place.
These discussions include all security aspects and challenges facing the data in transit. Specifically, a number of common attacks
that target IoT solutions are first discussed, while presenting
the main challenges of IoT security (e.g., the resource limitation
of IoT devices, which hinder the ability of such devices to do
expensive computations for securing the data). Then we present
the main security requirements needed by IoT systems, which
include access control, integrity, and authentication. We review
recent research work in providing security and privacy services,
which delegate the expensive computations to an edge or cloud,
to cope with the low computations restrictions in IoT devices.
Open research issues and possible research directions in securing cloud-based IoT systems are discussed, while proposing some
possible solutions.
Index Terms—Internet of Things, secure M2M, security and
privacy, outsourcing computations, attribute based cryptography,
access control, anonymous authentication, data integrity.

I. I NTRODUCTION
HE SMARTER the network develops the more challenges
need to be overcome to ensure Internet of Things (IoT)
security and privacy [1]. To realize the recent smart world
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requirements, systems need models for monitoring physical
data and environmental conditions. These models capture environmental data using sensors, and then transfer the data to be
processed or monitored through a gateway to the cloud. IoT
brings the physical and digital worlds together in the sense
that IoT is creating a seamless integration of physical things
into communication networks.
In the near future, everything will be embedded with small
devices that connect them to the Internet [2], to enhance various application domains in our daily life, such as smart cities,
smart homes, smart transportation, smart health and smart
surveillance systems. Thus, IoT provides intelligent services
for human life improvement [3]. Knowing that, IoT devices
are heterogeneous in nature, leading to different types of
security threats. Information risk increases with the deployment of growing number of the smart things. The limited
resources owned by these devices make them vulnerable
to security attacks, such as denial of service attacks [2].
These attacks can be performed on different layers of an IoT
architecture.
A. IoT Architecture
The generic architecture of IoT systems consists of three
main layers as illustrated in Fig. 1, including the physical
layer (collection of data), the information layer (data analytics,
sharing and storage) and the application layer (use of data).
The Physical Layer acquires data from sensors and network
technologies making up an IoT ecosystem. In IoT services,
sensors communicate with each other or with cloud-based
servers. IoT devices have limited capacity to transmit large
messages, due to the low radio frequency operation mode
and low computational abilities. Data collection is done at
this layer using actual physical devices, such as RFID (radio
frequency identification) sensors and others. Securing the
physical device itself is as important as securing data transferred to or from the device. The limited hardware and
application protection of IoT systems, caused the most common threats in the physical layer. The devices at this level
need to be secured, to protect the collected data and owners
privacy.
The Information Layer processes the collected data and
then takes actions according to the application needs and
requirements. The data are then either stored or sent for distribution towards the application layer. This layer is attracting
attention of researchers in the recent years, as it facilitates
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Fig. 1. A generic architecture of IoT systems. The physical layer collects data to be processed and modeled in the information layer, which then delivers
the data to the application layer.

the development and integration of services [4]. The security
and privacy components are required to ensure the collected
data authenticity and to maintain the user’s privacy. Different
algorithms and techniques can be used in this layer for
data processing, decision making, ensuring the protection and
maintaining the privacy of the moving data, data owners and
data consumers. The details of threats and current solutions to
secure and maintain data privacy at this level, will be discussed
throughout this survey.
The Application Layer focuses on the feature specification
for providing services, according to the final service implementation. This layer provides the user with the system’s
intended functionalities. It also inherits all the functionalities
from the Information Layer [4].
B. Risks and Limitations
This section presents some of the security risks and limitations for IoT devices in general across different layers, with
more focus on threats targeting the Information Layer.
Physical Layer: To improve the security of IoT products,
IoT devices need to be frequently patched and updated [5].
However, IoT devices have limited battery power as well as
limited computational ability. In general, devices can be implemented on a broad spectrum of hardware and software. On the
one hand, servers, desktops and some types of smartphones
are usually on the high end of the spectrum. On the other
hand, embedded systems, RFID and sensor networks are on
the lower end of the spectrum [6].
In regards to the hardware, IoT devices rely on microcontrollers which can vary in performance attributes. The
most common available microcontrollers are 8-bit, 16-bit and

32-bit microcontrollers [6]. As indicated in [6], there are
significant sales of 4-bit microcontrollers for certain ultralow cost applications. These ultra-low cost microcontrollers
usually contain only a small number of simple instructions.
Accordingly, a huge number of cycles will be needed to execute traditional cryptographic algorithms, thus making them
time and energy inefficient for applications involving these
devices [6]. Moreover, some microcontrollers have very limited amount of random-access memory (RAM) and read-only
memory (ROM). For instance, for TI COP912C [7], [8], the
amount of memory can be as little as 16 bytes of RAM.
Furthermore, the bottom of the spectrum lies the RFID tags
that are not battery-powered, which are powered by limited
surrounding environmental power and have limited number of
gates available to serve the security requirements. A study on
the constraints of such devices for cryptographic applications
was performed in [9].
Regarding the IoT software level, there are a number
of operating systems that are designed to perform within
constrained memory, size and power used by current IoT
devices, such as ARM Mbed [10], Brillo (Google Android
Things) [11], Ubunto core [12], RIOT OS [13] and Contiki
OS [14]. IoT OS security is very important and should support security services and privacy. However, most of these
common operating systems are incapable of addressing the
needed security requirements for IoT infrastructures [15], [16].
The challenge is to build less vulnerable standardized, secure
operating system for the constrained devices that can provide
all of the security and privacy services. Protecting IoT devices
with the given limitations is a challenge. Nevertheless, security
patching is considered as one of these challenges that will
expose IoT systems to a number of security risks.
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Information Layer: There are a number of protocols and
standards that help empowering IoT devices and applications.
The most common IoT infrastructure and transport protocols used are IPv6 over Low-Power Wireless Personal Area
Networks (6LowPan), Internet Protocol v4/v6 (IPv4/IPV6),
Routing Protocol for Low-Power and Lossy Networks (RPL),
Bluetooth, Long Range Wide Area Network (LoRaWan),
Zonal Intercommunication Global-standard (ZigBee) and
Z-Wave. Regarding IoT data protocols, the most commonly
used protocols are Message Queuing Telemetry Transport
(MQTT), Constrained Application Protocol (CoAP) and
Advanced Message Queuing Protocol (AMQP), WebSocket
and Node [17]. Unfortunately, these protocols mostly are
deployed insecurely, resulting in sensitive data leakage, such
as device details, credentials, and network configuration
information [18]. For instance, it was reported in [18] that the
flawed implementations of MQTT which serves as one of the
backbones of IoT and industrial IoT communications, expose
sensitive information on the devices/servers to attackers using
raw commands. Moreover, since MQTT can also be used for
IoT devices software and firmware updates, this makes IoT
devices more vulnerable to attacks [19]. The authors of [20]
discussed the available security protocols and presented them
in respect to the IoT layers. They analyzed the risks associated
with each of the layers showing protection gaps. For instance,
from this analysis, they observed that there is no fragmentation attack protection in the physical layer, the network layer,
the transport layer and the application layer. They also highlighted that replay protection is not supported in the physical
layer, the network layer and the 6LoWPAN layer [20].
IoT generated data from sensor devices flow to a cloud,
Internet, gateway or another device within the information
layer. This data will be used in IoT applications. The
information layer includes real-time and mobile data that
feeds different IoT applications through cloud, gateways or
edge devices and are sent from resource constrained sensors.
Accordingly, IoT systems have to deal with multiple threats
or attacks which are described in Table I.
Application Layer: The exposure and communication of IoT
systems to the Internet have introduced new security requirements that applications should follow [24], [25]. Malicious
modules can be deployed on nodes by attackers. Moreover,
malicious users can attack vulnerabilities on operating systems
(e.g., exploiting a buffer overflow vulnerability). Accordingly,
software applications should run isolated from any other application, and other applications should not be able to intercept
or alter its run-time state [26]. Furthermore, vulnerabilities
in Web applications and IoT software can lead to compromised systems. For instance, Web applications can be
exploited to either steal user credentials or to inject malicious
software.

The security and privacy issues in each of the three layers of
the IoT system architecture have been studied independently
under the theme of IoT device security, cloud/edge security, and application security. However, such independently
developed security solutions miss the point that IoT services
and applications are delivered by collecting data from the
physical layer, processing them at the devices/edges/cloud and
then being accessed or consumed by users via applications and
services. To the best of our knowledge, none of the previous
surveys looks at the security solutions at the information
processing layer while considering the interactions with the
physical and application layers. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first survey that attempts to include all security
aspects and security challenges facing the information layer
of IoT solutions including outsourcing techniques for partial
computations on edge or cloud, while presenting case studies to map security challenges and requirements in real IoT
scenarios. We first study the common security attacks that
can target IoT systems, while understanding the significant
security requirements to counter such attacks. The significant
security requirements for all cases are data secrecy protection,
integrity, access control, privacy protection and the need for
outsourcing computations to tackle the resource constrained
devices problem. Accordingly, we identify and arrange the literature targeting each of these requirements, and study the
recent research advances to secure the data and the users
in IoT. Then we identify the criteria, to study and compare
these research works. We focus on the IoT special requirements due to the resource limitations. This leads us to survey
outsourcing and delegation of computation mechanisms in
the literature. Finally, after reviewing different techniques for
securing IoT and comparing them to the defined requirements for IoT systems, we identify several open issues that
researchers can work on, in order to eventually achieve a more
secure, efficient, and scalable IoT ecosystem.
The remainder of this survey is presented as follows.
Section II presents related work and summarizes the differences between previous surveys and this paper. Section III
presents a walk-through on some of the important security concepts and security requirements for cloud based IoT.
Three IoT applications are used as case studies, to reflect
the security solutions needed for cloud-based IoT systems.
Section IV explores possible solutions to mitigate cloud-based
IoT threats. Section V discusses recent solutions for IoT
cloud data sharing, including solutions for data access control, data and user privacy, integrity of IoT data, outsourcing
of computations for IoT devices to edge or cloud, respectively. Section VI discusses some open challenges, to direct
researchers in this area. Finally, Section VII concludes the
survey.
II. R ELATED W ORK

C. Contributions and Paper Organization
In this work, we have surveyed more than 100 information
security related work over the period of 2013-2019, while a
number of them are specifically for securing the IoT with the
focus on their diversity.

A number of surveys studied and highlighted recent research
work that focus on providing solutions for the IoT framework
enhancements [27], [28]. In general, most of these surveys
focused more on enabling technologies, business process and
data modeling related issues. Some surveys focused on IoT
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TABLE I
S ECURITY T HREATS FACING I OT AND P OSSIBLE C OUNTERMEASURES . T HESE P RESENTED ATTACKS I NCLUDE N ETWORK , S OFTWARE
AND H ARDWARE ATTACKS T HAT C AN TARGET I OT S OLUTIONS

security such as [2], [29], [30], [31]. The depth and security
coverage of these surveys are illustrated in Table II.
In [27], the authors focused on cloud-based IoT, and
presented enabling technologies and future applications. A
number of IoT concerns were discussed but not security issues.

In 2014, the authors of [28] studied 50 projects implemented
between 2001 and 2011, and presented a deep analysis of context aware computing in IoT. The analysis included a number
of open research ideas. For instance, the authors suggested to
address security and privacy issues in different layers of their
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TABLE II
S ECURITY S ERVICE D ISCUSSED IN I OT S ECURITY S URVEYS

proposed model. However, the authors did not present actual
research work in the security field.
In [32], an investigation of current IoT communication protocols and security mechanisms were presented. The authors
presented security requirements and solutions on a standardized five layer protocol stack. The main focus of their work
is on security issues related to several standards, e.g., IEEE
802.15.4, Constrained Application Protocol (CoAP) and IPv6
Low-power Wireless Personal Area Networks (6loWPAN),
thus, limiting their research activity to a number of standards.
Moreover, the authors did not consider other IoT security
related issues as well as the limited computational resources
in IoT devices.
The authors of [29] analyzed the existing solutions related
to security, privacy, and trust in IoT. However, they did not
present a clear IoT taxonomy and there was no logical sorting
for the listed research activities. Moreover, the paper does not
target security from the point of view of resource constrained
devices. In 2016, the authors of [33] reviewed IoT techniques
and architectures and also spotlighted some data-related challenges. The authors focused mainly on Social Internet of
Things (SIoT), while giving little attention to security issues.
Sain et al. [2] classified IoT security into communication
security, application security, and data security. The authors
reviewed recent IoT technologies, techniques and models and
showed the security gap in existing communication technologies, application interfaces, and data security. Another focus
of the work was highlighting recent IoT related efforts, as well
as giving very high-level introduction on network communication technologies used by IoT. The authors then discussed
communication security within IoT layers for each IoT protocol. The paper was limited to certain security services, while
not covering anonymity. Although the survey mentioned that
the devices in IoT are resource constrained, it did not present
research works that target such problem.

In [30], security challenges facing the IoT and some solutions proposed for each security challenge were presented. The
authors of this paper offered a guideline that considers intellectual IoT techniques, which the authors claimed that it was
specifically effective for constrained and heterogeneous IoT
ecosystems. The paper described IoT context by a tetrahedronshaped model, representing end-points and how they connect
and interact to each other. The authors then discussed each
edge with related security research on it. The authors did
not mention that the resource constrained limitation is one of
the barriers in IoT security. Accordingly, they did not present
any computation delegation or outsourcing techniques to solve
such problem.
The authors of [31] discussed the security risks and challenges for IoT cloud based data communication, while presenting some of the IoT security and privacy essentials. They
defined the need to identity privacy with the term “conditional
identity privacy”, focusing on protecting the IoT user’s identity
from being revealed in public. However, when a disagreement
occurs, the identity should be fetched only by the authorities. This paper presented some common attacks and security
needs for securing packet forwarding and privacy authentication in cloud based IoT, while focusing on location privacy and
mobile IoT devices. This survey focused only on mobile IoT
and the location privacy, without consideration of anonymous
access control to protect the identity of receivers. Moreover,
the scalability issue, as well as users and/or attributes management and revocation, were not discussed.
In [34], the authors categorized IoT threats into three categories: threats in the perception layer, threats in the network
layer, and threats in the application layer. The authors also
included an overview of current countermeasures for the
aforementioned threats. The survey focused on the weakness of current authentication methods, declaring that most
of current authentication techniques do not provide an ideal
authentication solution for IoT systems. The authors mentioned light weight encryption techniques as for securing
end-to-end communications. However, they did not go in
depth in current access control methodologies as well as data
integrity techniques and the possibility of implementing these
methodologies in IoT infrastructures.
A number of surveys focused on specific aspects of IoT
security. For instance, the authors of [35] reviewed IoT frameworks and the details of the security features within each
framework. The authors of [36] abstracted IoT systems into
four layers, and presented a high level overview of the security
challenges and solutions for each of the proposed layers.
The previous discussions revealed that most of the introductory surveys did not have a holistic review on IoT security
requirements. On the one hand, some of these surveys did not
consider securing IoT as a priority. Other surveys included
security but with very limited discussions. On the other hand,
in our work, we include diverse IoT security services such as,
Authentication, Privacy, Confidentiality, Integrity, Access control, Non-repudiation as well as management issues such as
attributes and user revocation. Moreover, we present existing
works that target securing the limited computational resourced
IoT-cloud based devices. The target of this survey is to provide
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TABLE III
M AJOR S ECURITY R EQUIREMENTS FOR I OT S YSTEMS

a road map for IoT practitioners and researchers to enhance
different IoT areas, thus, improving IoT security.
III. C ONCEPTS AND C ASE S TUDIES
There are three main security requirements that need to
be satisfied to protect any system, namely Confidentiality
(Secrecy), Integrity, and Availability [37]. Confidentiality
ensures that the interpretation of a message is impossible for
anyone except the targeted recipients. The integrity maintains
the authenticity of the data in the IoT system. Availability
ensures that the system can be accessed anytime and can serve
in hostile conditions. Besides these main properties, there
are a number of other security services, that are specifically
important for IoT systems.
Table III describes the services that are needed in IoT
systems. These services are needed by IoT systems to be
able to mitigate security challenges and risks as well as other
challenges due to the heterogeneous nature and the resources
limitation problem of IoT sensors.
The typical entities of an IoT system include a data sender
(sensors), a data receiver (users/ sensors or actuators), and a
Cloud Service Provider (CSP), as shown in Fig. 2. The sensors send the sensed data to a cloud to be stored for later
user’s access. Most of the receivers use more cloud services
for sharing and securing data. An actuator does not send data,
but receives them to be used or further processed as per the
application. The user is the entity that retrieves the specific
data and accesses the shared data.

IoT solutions can use cloud and edge computing not only
for storing data but also for delegating computations to it.
This can ensure the data availability as well as to provide
the needed processing power for the security operation of
the constrained devices. The cloud can participate in the
infrastructure management tasks such as keys and/or attributes
issuing and revocation to facilitate the use of security services
by IoT devices. IoT sensors can delegate partial computations during either encrypting or decrypting data to a powerful
computational device.
The delegation of computations can be divided into two
models. The first model is to delegate the computations
directly to the cloud. The cloud has the highest computational
power that can assist in all types of operations. However, the
latency in communication will increase by sending and receiving directly to the cloud. The other approach is to use edge
devices as a delegator. Edge computing is a way to enhance
cloud computing by performing data processing at the network
edge (e.g., mobile phone, access point, laptop) near the source
of the data. In edge computing, substantial computing and storage resources (cloudlets, or fog nodes) are usually adjacent to
sensors [40]. Edge devices can be used by IoT sensors/devices
as a bridge or gateway to cloud. IoT devices can borrow some
computational power from edge devices to do partial encryption/decryption during uploading/downloading data to cloud.
Thus, latency will be reduced while maintaining security and
countering the resource limitation of devices. Moreover, the
use of cloudlet computing can increase scalability and availability (in case the cloud server is not responding or in case
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A system model for cloud based IoT services.

of network failure) of IoT systems. Outsourcing techniques to
edge device or cloud will be discussed in Section V.
To ensure security, a third party such as an Attribute
Authority (AA) and/or Central Authority (CA) may be
involved. An AA is a trusted key authority, that checks a user’s
identity to generate attribute keys. Moreover, it manages the
revocation or updating of user’s related keys when needed. In
general, an AA verifies the users’ identities through a CA.
In an IoT ecosystem, most connected devices do not
previously know each other. Accordingly, symmetric security techniques for securing the communication will not be
an effective solution. Thus, devices in such a situation usually
depends on asymmetric security techniques, and uses a trusted
third party for securing the communications. The focus of this
proposal is on the techniques used to secure the communication and data sharing in an IoT ecosystem. A brief discussion
of the current security techniques’ limitations are presented
and clarified in the following.
Firstly, authentication of source and confidentiality of data
are crucial security requirements that can be achieved by the
public key encryption techniques. However, most of the public key encryption algorithms use intensive calculations (e.g.,
Rivest-Shamir-Adleman (RSA). Moreover, these techniques
are mainly based on certificates for identifying and authenticating entities. The verification and management of certificates
consumes large amount of computation and bandwidth. Since
most IoT devices are based on ultra-low-cost microcontrollers,
the excursion of such traditional cryptographic techniques will
not be practical enough for IoT applications [6]. Therefore,
a lightweight encryption algorithm with limited communication overhead is needed for securing communication between
devices with limited resources.
Secondly, some of the current personalized authentication
solutions may leak information which can cause privacy concerns [41]. In the IoT scenario, it is important to keep IoT users
and devices anonymous from malicious entities as well as
the communicating parties, except in emergencies and critical
situations.

Thirdly, there is a strong need for delegating the expensive computations to a powerful device to adapt the intensive
computational encryption algorithms to the IoT systems with
limited resources. There exist many techniques in the literature
for outsourcing the computations. However, the challenge is
retaining the privacy and secrecy of the data and users, while
using the outsourced and lightweight IoT systems.
Finally, there is a demand for a security solution that can
be lightweight enough to be used in resource-constrained IoT
systems, while satisfying the required security requirements.
To mitigate the aforementioned challenges, we set a number of
objectives according to each of the following IoT case studies.
A. Smart Grids and Smart Meters
A smart metering system is a type of IoT-enabled technology that supports high frequency data collection compared to
the existing metering systems. Smart grid users can securely
manage and share their energy usage data. The captured data
is analyzed and a report is created. This gives users the ability
to inspect their energy consummation and correlate it with others (e.g., from the same suburban area). Accessing, analyzing,
and responding to accurate and detailed data features, are crucial for an efficient use of the energy [42]. However, the more
frequent the data is collected, the more the consumer’s privacy
is in risk, as it may expose the consumer’s daily habits.
Smart grids and smart meters are essential for efficient
energy management [42]. In [43], the authors showed the
importance of not revealing the identity of users in smart grids.
Moreover, a good number of surveys and technical papers
discussed the security needs for smart grids. For example
in [44], the authors analyzed the privacy concerns in smart
cities, including identity privacy, query privacy, location privacy, footprint privacy and owner privacy [44]. Then, they
proposed a model for mitigating these issues to ensure the
privacy in smart cities.
Due to the openness of smart cities and smart grids
technologies, IoT systems are deployed in a vulnerable
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Smart personal healthcare architecture.

environment under the risk of a number of security threats.
Regarding smart grid, there is a number of security objectives
for a practical solution, including:
• Data Authenticity: In smart grids, if malicious users alter
or forge energy usage data, this would provide misleading reports [45]. While the concern can be addressed
by using cryptographic and integrity methods, e.g., message authentication code (Integrity) or digital signatures
(Authenticity), other issues may be difficult to handle
such as anonymity and efficiency. In other words, systems
need to make sure data is from an authentic source (from
a valid member) and data content does not change.
• Anonymity: Energy usage data contains customers’ private information [46], [47]. Hence, safeguarding the
identity of consumers is crucial for such applications [48],
to avoid raising privacy concerns and reluctance from the
consumers to share their data.
• Efficiency: Data sharing in smart grids could be as
big as sharing data of smart grids for a whole country [49]. Thus, the reduction of the computation and
communication costs is very important to prevent energy
waste.
• Availability: The ability to access services or systems
even in hostile conditions is critical [45].
• Access Control: Access to systems or data is restricted to
authorized users only [50].
• Confidentiality (Privacy): Data should be protected at
all times (at rest and while moving) and can only be
interpreted by authorized users and devices [49], [50].
B. Cloud Based IoT Health Devices and Patients Records
Sharing
A Personal Healthcare Device (PHD) nowadays is one
of the fundamental elements of healthcare applications. The
demands for healthcare for chronic and cardiovascular patients
have increased significantly over the past years [3]. PHDs are
movable medical sensors used by healthcare practitioners, to
measure, record, and share user’s biomedical information as
shown in Fig. 3. The importance of PHDs is evolving, due
to the increased demand of people to carefully monitor their
health. Accordingly, such devices must be able to securely and
easily share information with the healthcare servers. However,
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the heterogeneity of these devices makes them difficult to
be managed and maintained, thus are mostly vulnerable to
attacks. For instance, in 2017 some implanted medical devices
were attacked where the WannaCry ransomware attacked
devices running Windows OS and encrypted the data on the
hard drive, making the devices inaccessible by users [51]. Such
devices (wearable or implanted health devices) need to sense
and send data to authorized recipients. Accordingly, a fine
grained access control of patients data sourced from e-health
devices is needed, while controlling who to access all data and
who to access the data without knowing the identity of patient
(anonymity) as well as preventing access to user data if not
authorized (e.g., not primary physician or secondary physician). Moreover, a survey on medical device cybersecurity
risks [52] showed that healthcare security professionals concern medical device security, patient privacy and data breaches,
specifically as the patients physiological data are transmitted through the Internet. Therefore, users need to be securely
authenticated before using any of the IoT-based medical care
services [3]. There is a number of security objectives for an
efficient healthcare solution, including:
• Data Authenticity (Integrity and Source Authentication):
Authentication is needed to certify that health data
sources are credible and legitimate [53], [54].
• Mutual Authentication: Both the sender and receiver need
to ensure each other’s authenticity [3], [55].
• Conditional Anonymity of Sender: The true identity of
a patient can be revealed to, e.g., primary physician or
police but cannot be revealed to, e.g., research students
or any other secondary doctor [56].
• Access Control: Fine grained access controls is required
to define who to access the data [57].
• Privacy: Data should be protected at all times (at rest and
while moving) [53], [54].
• PHD
and Health Implanted Devices Limited
Computational Abilities: It is critical to be able to
offload encryption (partial) and decryption (partial)
computations to proximity edge devices such as mobile
phones or to the cloud, while preserving the data
confidentiality and users keys privacy [3].

C. Smart Transportation (Smart City Applications)
The main goals of smart transportation are to build a realtime intelligent public transportation system to reduce traffic
congestion, increase safety and efficient energy consumption, to name a few [58], [59]. Sharing information among
vehicles (mobile sensing) can provide location awareness, geodistribution, and communication efficiency [60]. Such data
can be shared from the vehicle self-installed module or using
an edge device (e.g., mobile phone) to the cloud as shown
in Fig. 4. However, security and privacy in aforesaid infrastructure are challenging. Most of the cloud and fog service
providers cannot be fully trusted. This will lead to the unwillingness of vehicle owners to share their collected data with
strangers [60]. A trusted entity is needed, to prevent privacy
violation, and promote the cooperation in uploading vehicles
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period and has expired or the device has been attacked
or stolen. Accordingly the communicating party needs
to find out whether a user/device is revoked [67]. Any
revoked user/device should not be allowed to read the
data or authenticate himself. Efficient revocation is very
challenging and it is especially important for a large-scale
network.
IV. S ECURITY M ECHANISMS

Fig. 4.

Smart transportation architecture.

data to fog nodes. Practical smart transportation systems
should ensure that the following security services are in place:
• Confidentiality: The confidentiality of reports from vehicular IoT devices is one of the primary objectives to
achieve [61].
• Authentication
of Source and Data Integrity:
Authentication is needed to certify that sources of
vehicular sensing reports are credible and legitimate [62]. Blacklist-based authentication can help in
preventing impersonation and Sybil attacks.
• Anonymity and Privacy: Privacy is a major concern, as
the sensed data includes some information related to the
drivers or passengers [61], such as their current location
as well as their daily habits while driving. Accordingly,
a system that can conceal the identity of the data source,
while ensuring their authenticity is needed.
• IoT Low Computational Ability (Secure Delegation to
Cloud): It is critical to be able to outsource partial encryption and/or partial decryption of the vehicular data to a
fog device or cloud, while maintaining the data and the
users privacy [63].
• Non-repudiation: It is important to prevent the data owner
(source) the denial of previous uploaded data [63].
There are also several other security requirements that are
needed for all the three IoT cases:
• Unforgeability: An attacker should not be able to pretend
to be an honest sender in creating an authentic signature
text that can be accepted by the decryption algorithm.
Forging keys and attributes or certificates should also not
be allowed [49].
• Collision Resistance: It should be infeasible that two
or more users collide and combine their credentials to
access data that each one of them separately cannot
access [64], [65].
• Unlinkability: Attackers should not be able to link the
used pseudonym (hidden name) with the true identity of
the sender (multi-show) [66], e.g., given two messages
and their signatures, no one should be able to tell if the
same signer signed both messages.
• Revocation: User revocation is of great importance to
IoT systems. A user/device may have limited subscription

This section explores some of the current or possible solutions to mitigate the previously discussed security threats. To
assure data security and preserve the privacy of users in IoT
solutions, different security mechanisms are needed for each
of the IoT architecture layers. Protection of both the physical and application layers should be ensured by including
both software and physical security measures to safeguard
data security and data owner’s privacy. IoT operating systems
require an end-to-end security approach that should address
security issues during the design phase. The software that
is running on embedded devices needs to be secured, regularly updated and the solutions should have the ability to limit
access to embedded systems to a need-to-use basis. Moreover,
the embedded systems should provide a way for network
administrators to monitor connections to and from the embedded systems. Furthermore, the systems should have the ability
to integrate with third-party security management systems.
The operating system should support some important security features, such as securing the memory of the nodes [68].
On the nodes, all modules must not interfere with each
other [68] and the implemented software should include cryptographic solutions for authentication and hashing. Moreover,
communications among nodes should be secured against sniffing attacks, especially the RFID systems [69]. Encryption
and access control services are usually used to protect the
communication against such attacks, which will be explained
in securing the information layer in details. Furthermore, to
prevent the detection of RFID tags, there are a number of solutions in which an RFID reader transmits pseudo-noise. This
noise is balanced by the RFID tags, which hinder the detection
by malicious readers [70]. Physical security of IoT devices is
currently at of high importance. Protecting the hardware-level
of IoT systems is a parallel issue, which is under investigation and research in itself such as in [71]. Additionally, access
restrictions on such devices and securing the information they
contain, must be ensured. Discussions on the current and possible solutions for securing the information and preserving
privacy related data in the information layer are detailed in
Section V.
V. S ECURITY S ERVICES
A good number of proposals have been presented in the
literature on secure systems. Some of these proposals can be
studied to see whether they can be implemented in the IoT
scenarios to face the IoT specific security challenges. Selected
proposals are therefore briefed using security methodologies
classification with respect to the targeted security service in
Table IV. A brief classification of the security services that will
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Classification of security services and the current methodologies.

be covered in this survey and the methodologies of each security service is illustrated in Fig. 5, followed by the discussion
of outsourcing techniques of such security services.
A. Access Control
Any access control solution should manage who can do
what on data. The system provides permissions and verifies the
authorization of a user before accessing data. For IoT systems,
access control solutions should take into consideration the
special requirements needed by IoT devices, e.g., delegation
support due to limited computational power of sensors and
devices.
Credential Based Access Control (CBAC) techniques use
users’ credentials to access the requested data. Public key
cryptosystems (PKC) use pairs of keys, i.e., a public key and
a private key that belong to a certain owner. PKC can be
used to accomplish two functions, namely authentication and
confidentiality. Identity-based Encryption (IBE) is a type of
PKC which was firstly proposed in [72]. In IBE, the user’s
public key can be a user’s email address, or any string that
particularly identifies the user. A number of identity-based
encryption schemes [73], [74], [75], [76] and their variants
were introduced and studied. In [77], an identity based encryption for lightweight devices was introduced, by eliminating
the use of multiplicative group operations for encryption to
reduce computations. Most of the IBE schemes are used
for one-to-one encryption or at least need to know all the
recipients’ public keys, thus, not useful for large scale data
sharing.
Attribute Based Encryption (ABE) was introduced in [78]
to provide flexible, concrete authorization solutions. All users
keep their authorization attributes and private keys. The data
owner can encrypt data according to certain access policy.

Anyone that has an attribute set that fulfills the access policy
can retrieve the data.
There are two variants of ABE as illustrated in Fig. 6:
Ciphertext-Policy ABE (CP-ABE), where ciphertexts are
encrypted with access policies and keys include user’s
attributes [79], and Key-Policy ABE (KP-ABE) where keys
are associated with access policies and ciphertexts are associated with sets of attributes as defined in [79]. The choice on
which ABE variant should be used relies on specific applications. For instance, CP-ABE allows the data encryptor to
decide who can access the data and choose an access policy, thus it is more suited for access control applications as
compared to the KP-ABE schemes [147].
Many variants of ABE were proposed later. ABE with
constant-size ciphertext was proposed in [85], [91], [92],
which produce less communication overhead. To limit the
credibility of attribute authority, ABE that supports multiple
authorities was proposed, such as in [87], [88]. To enhance
or reduce ABE computations, on-line/off-line ABE was introduced [86]. The authors of [82], [90] and [89] proposed solutions for efficient ABE revocation and leakage-resilient ABE,
respectively. ABE is required for rigid control on private data,
such as personal health records (PHR). Narayan et al. [81]
proposed an attribute-based solution for PHR systems, which
encrypted the patient’s health records using CP-ABE that
allows revocation instantly. However, the proposed solution
allowed not only the patient’s specific doctor, but also practitioners to access the patient’s medical record, without hiding
the patient’s identity.
An access policy needs to be protected as it may include
sensitive private information of a user. To prevent revealing the user’s attributes, anonymous ABE has been discussed
in [41], [99]. In anonymous CP-ABE, the decryptor can not
guess the cipher-text access policy (hidden access policy). In
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TABLE IV
T HE C LASSIFICATION OF I OT S ECURITY M ETHODOLOGIES ACCORDING TO THE TARGETED S ECURITY S ERVICES

Fig. 6.

KP-ABE versus CP-ABE illustration.

a number of anonymous CP-ABE techniques, the user has to
perform a number of decryption trials to check if his attributes
match the hidden access policy, which will lead to inefficiency
in the system. To mitigate such problem, Zhang et al. [99]
constructed an anonymous CP-ABE scheme with matchthen-decrypt, which improved the decryption efficiency. The

shortcoming of this proposal is that it does not reinforce access
policy updates [41]. The authors of [41] proposed a solution
that provides both user access policy update and attribute privacy protection. However, the anonymity in this solution was
only for the access policy. Moreover, the attribute and user
revocation were not discussed in this paper.
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B. Integrity
The authenticity of data is needed, to ensure that the data
content is not maliciously altered or deleted. Data integrity
solutions should guarantee that a malicious user cannot make
any change in the data (even if it is one bit) without being
detected by the system as well as the receiver. In the literature,
trap-door functions or hash algorithms, such as MD5 [130],
SHA1, SHA256 [132] are functions that produce fingerprint
of any size input data, while creating a fix sized output. This
function reflects any single change in the input data, producing a totally different output fingerprint. Many other forms
of integrity checking systems can be used, such as Hashbased Message Authentication Code (HMAC) [131]. HMAC is
a message authentication code (MAC) [160], combined with
one-way hash function and a secret cryptographic key. This
allows the verification of both the authenticity and integrity
of a message simultaneously. The strength of HMAC is based
on the type of hash function and its output size as well as
the size of the key. Usually, integrity checking tools are combined with other cryptographic solutions to provide integrity
and other services. For example, PKI and digital signature provide both authenticity of the sender and data integrity. Some
techniques that will be discussed later in this survey, provide
the integrity service in parallel with its targeted service, such
as certificateless attribute based signature (ABS).
Data integrity can be ensured by distributing and replicating data over a set of nodes, which will reduce the possibility
of a malicious entity imposing data on any node without
being detected. The blockchain technology is a type of data
replication disseminated among a huge number of nodes in
diversified networks. The blockchain technology has appeared
recently in the market, firstly used for the Bitcoin cryptocurrency [161]. Blockchain database provides balanced integrity,
while guaranteeing efficiency and stability [136]. There are
a number of proposals in the literature [136], [137], [138],
[139] that assure data integrity and resilience using blockchain
technology.
Blockchain can be used to provide a number of security services besides integrity because blockchain encrypts
and hashes data using the conventional cryptographic algorithms [162] and hash functions. However, the use of the
conventional cryptographic solutions adds processing overhead
on the IoT devices which leads to slow transmissions [162].
Recently, a number of techniques have been proposed that use
blockchain to provide security services with enhanced transmission rates. For instance, [163] considered blockchain as a
provider of a complete secure IoT network. The authors introduced a blockchain-based framework that provides a number
of security key elements such as decentralization, transparency,
anonymity and autonomy while considering the quality of
service to ensure better transmission rates.
C. Authentication
The ability of the broad spread IoT devices to collect huge
amount of information from their surroundings can cause privacy leakage issues and authentication problems, as reported
in [164], [165]. Moreover, some studies such as in [166] have
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shown that the data collection can lead to the identification of
individuals.
PKC is usually used to authenticate two entities with the
use of identity certificate [102]. It is used to identify and
manage users and bind the user’s public keys to their identity certificates, in a way that a third party can validate this
binding. By binding PKC and trap-door functions (Hash), a
digital signature is created, which adds the identity of the
sender to any message [103]. This signature can then be verified using the sender’s certificate. Identity-based (ID-based)
cryptosystem, proposed by [102], eliminates the use of identity
certificates and its verification, as the certificate management
is time, bandwidth and computation cost consuming. ID-based
cryptosystem uses any string that uniquely identifies a user as
his/her public key. The string can be a passport number or an
email address. Eliminating the certificate validation reduces
the communication and computation costs, which makes the
whole verification process more efficient. Many more implementations of IBE in the literature were studied. For example,
the authors of the work in [104] designed a cloud architecture
that uses ID-based cryptography for authenticating users and
protecting data privacy.
The interaction of IoT devices and users produce personal
information and leave traces that can allow malicious users to
trace the users’ real identities [166]. For instance, when a user
uses a mobile application to adjust his house temperature, the
system knows that this command comes from an authorized
user. Accordingly, such systems cache the user’s information
that can reveal his actual identity [166]. Users authenticate
themselves to any service before they can use it. The identity
provider verifies the user to the requesting provider. This facilitates authentication of identities. However, the involvement of
the identity provider in all operations, can give him the ability
to trace users’ connections to services [166].
To preserve user’s identity while achieving the needed
authentication, the notion of anonymous authentication has
been studied. Anonymous authentication can be achieved using
a number of techniques according to the system needs and
computations capabilities. Ni et al. [167] presented a real-time
steering system by utilizing vehicular crowd sensing while
preserving users’ privacy. In the system, a Trust Authority
(TA) issues anonymous credential for each registered vehicle.
A vehicle queries the nearby fog or edge, while using a group
signature. The information is gathered from the vehicles on
roads, where the vehicles send real-time traffic information
to the cloud-lets, while preserving their identities by using a
signature induced from the anonymous credential. The requesting vehicle can then benefit from the recommendation path
and follow the path to reach the target place. More importantly, the TA is able to identify misbehaving or forging data
vehicles [168].
As IoT systems communicate with many heterogeneous devices, authentication between devices is needed to
ensure they are communicating with the intended party.
Authentication usually includes identifying the device or
user [169]. However, such identification makes users and
devices traceable, hence their privacy is threatened. There
are a number of approaches that tackle this problem, such
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as Anonymous Credentials [105], [106], Attribute-Based
Signatures [108], [109], [110], [111], [112], Identity Based
Signatures [115], [116], Group Signatures [117], [118], and
Ring Signatures [119], [120], [120], [121], [122], [124], [125].
1) Anonymous Credentials (AC): AC was presented
in [105], and then formalized in [106]. These schemes are
one of the essential components in privacy-preserving identity
management solutions. AC allows users to authenticate themselves to systems while confirming possession of credentials to
service providers without being identified. In an anonymous
credential system, a credential-issuing entity identifies users
by pseudonym and issues a credential to them according to
this pseudonym. This pseudonym is related to the actual identity of the user. A user can prove to a service provider that
he owns a pseudonym, which he received according to his
credentials from an authentic organization [107]. Anonymous
credential systems is also capable of providing fine-grained
access control [53]. However, it is not efficient to support
complex predicates when compared to ABS and ABE [107].
2) Attribute
Based
Signature
(ABS)
Scheme:
Maji et al. [108] formulated ABS and grouped it into
KP-ABS (Key Policy ABS) [109] and SP-ABS (Signature
Policy ABS) [110]. Liu et al. [111] proposed an Anonymous
Attribute Based Signature (ABS) for anonymous authentication while outsourcing most of the users’ computations to
cloud servers, to be able to use this authentication system with
low power computational devices. In [112] the authors used
ABS as AC, while allowing the users to reveal the required
information only to any service provider to ensure unlinkability as well as preserving the anonymity of the user. The
authors relied on a non-interactive protocol in their derivations. Guo et al. [113] proposed an attribute based signature
for electronic health records that ensured the integrity of data
within blockchain and disclosed only the related evidence or
data as per the attributes used. The authors of [114] proposed
a multi-authority ABS that uses only a subset of the attributes
to reduce the computation and communication overhead.
3) Fuzzy Identity-Based Signature (IBS): Fuzzy identitybased signature was presented in [115], [116], which
enabled users to use part of their attributes to generate signatures. however, IBS does not protect the signer’s
identity.
4) Group Signature Scheme: Group signature scheme is an
approach that allows any group member to anonymously sign
data, and the signature will be seen as group signature. It was
originally introduced in [117] as a concept. For example, a
large company can create a group signature scheme for its
employees. An employee from this group can sign a message,
and it is acceptable to verify that an employee signed that message, but not who was the specific signer. Then the authors
of [118] proposed an attribute-based group signature scheme.
It protects the signer’s identity, while proving only that the
signer’s attributes match the policy. The verifier can only identify that the signer is a group member. Attribute-based group
signature can provide conditional anonymity, which makes it
more useful for attribute-based signature in certain situations.
Conditional anonymity is a feature that the group manager can

identify the signer of any signature. The identity of the signer
can then be revealed, if required.
5) Ring Signature: Ring signatures were firstly proposed
by the authors of [120]. It is a type of adjustable signature
that protects the signer identity within a group. A user can
be a member of a ring spontaneously, in which he can create
a group of his choice. The other users in this group might
not know that they are a ring group members [107]. Messages
can be signed anonymously from any member of this group.
By verifying the message, it can be justified to the verifier
that a ring member signed the message, without being able to
trace the identity of the signer. Ring signatures could be used
in applications that need signer anonymity, while not having
the complicated group formation stage. A number of different
techniques were discussed in [122], [124], [125] since the first
proposal and first introduction of ring signature in [119], [120],
respectively. The idea of ID-Ring signature was proposed in
2002 [121]. ID-Ring signatures can provide the same features of identity-based crypt-systems, without using the high
computational bilinear pairing.
The Ring signatures and ID-ring signatures can provide
total anonymity. However, conditional anonymous authentication cannot be achieved as no one can tell who signed from
the ring, even in emergencies.
A cloud infrastructure provides solutions that are reliable
and ensure data availability at low cost, which is useful for
both service providers and consumers. The external storage
of a user’s data on cloud server owned by third parties, and
the ability to access this data from the Internet put data and
users privacy under concerns. Accordingly, the security and
privacy of user’s data have become an active research question
recently. To prevent cloud insider attacks, Bleikertz et al. [133]
introduced a fine-grained privilege levels approach to provide
users’ privacy and integrity as well as the ability to perform
cloud maintenance. Raykova et al. [100] proposed a technique that hides private data in policies from the cloud insider
attacks. The authors defined an access control system with two
sides: the cloud side that has limited access to information, to
be used by cloud provider, and the client side, which depends
on access control cryptosystems.
D. Integrated Access Control and Authentication
A number of applications require data secrecy while ensuring the authenticity of the origin. For example, e-Health
systems as well as Personal Health Record (PHR) share
patient’s personal health with a number of expected users, such
as doctors and insurance providers. The e-Health and PHR service providers usually use cloud for PHR data storage. Storing
the health data on a semi-trusted cloud raises security and privacy concerns. The main need of such systems is to guarantee
that the health data is available for legitimate authorized users.
Health-care fraud or abuse as well as mis-diagnosed patients
can happen [54] unintentionally, or intentionally if a malicious
unauthorized user accesses the data and modifies the e-Health
data before the doctor accesses it. This may lead to an incorrect
prescribed treatment for a patient, which could cause threat
on the patient’s life. To prevent patient’s identity, both the
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patient’s privacy and the authentication of the target receiver
should be achieved, during the process of uploading e-Health
information to the cloud. Securing the privacy and anonymity
of patients while sharing PHR data in cloud computing environments is an evolving issue. Accordingly, fine-grained data
access control solutions that ensure confidentiality, authenticity
and anonymity of users are essential.
Signcryption provides confidentiality and authenticity
simultaneously [93]. It executes both signature and encryption,
with less computational overhead compared to Sign-thenEncrypt approaches. Attribute-based signcryption (ABSC)
was proposed such as in [95], combining the functionality of ABS and ABE. There are two types of ABSC:
signcryption-policy attribute-based signcryption (SCP-ABSC)
and key-policy attribute-based signcryption (KP-ABSC). On
the one hand, there are two policies associated with the
users’ attributes in SCP-ABSC, and a key is tagged with
receiver attributes and sender attributes. On the other hand,
in KP-ABSC, everything related to policies and attributes are
swapped. The authors of [94] described dynamic attributebased signcryption, that does not need to re-issue users
secret keys during the access structure updates. Then, a number of attribute-based signcryption schemes [49], [95], [96]
have been proposed in the literature. A number of proposals handled computational limitation of mobile devices
[57], [98], [129].
It is noted that the computations and communication overhead of ciphertext policy attribute based signcryption such
as in [57], [94] boost linearly with additional attributes.
This computation and communication boost has motivated
the construction of a ciphertext policy attribute based signcryption scheme with a fixed size and computational cost.
For preserving the users’ privacy and identities, there is a
need to use multi-authority based attribute encryption to limit
the capabilities of a single authority, while including a semi
or partial ID verification for collision, without exposing the
identity of either the sender or the receiver. ABC and ABsigncryption can be used in many applications. But, it is still
not widely spread on mobile and IoT applications due to its
high computations.
E. Outsourcing of Computations
Cloud computing can provide users with powerful computational ability and resources. Users with mobile devices or
limited power devices can outsource their intensive computations or store their data on the cloud. Cloud brings security
challenges when users delegate private operations on it, such
as signature generation. The cloud can sign user’s messages,
without the knowledge of the user. To handle the semi-trusted
or untrusted cloud or service provider problem, a server-aided
signature scheme approach was proposed in [140]. The techniques still need expensive computations, which cannot be
afforded by IoT systems. Another methodology centers around
outsourcing with methods presented [142], [143], [144], [145],
[146] that use homomorphic encryption or interactive proof
systems. However, such methods were proved by Gentry and
Halevi [145] that they are not efficient enough for systems
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with limited computational power and resources, such as IoT
devices.
In IoT, many devices are resource constrained. Accordingly,
a number of security solutions targeting limited computational
power systems started to emerge, such as the one presented
in [153]. The authors introduced a solution that considers
limited capability devices, and delegates the CP-ABE computations to powerful computational devices. The produced
ciphered text is then either re-sent to the sending device or forwarded to cloud service provider for storage or sharing [170].
In another work, the authors of [147] proposed a CP-ABE
technique that generates constant size ciphertexts and private
keys, which is more feasible for IoT devices.
Proxy Re-Encryption (PRE) was introduced in [149] and
formally studied in [150]. PRE allows a proxy which holds
re-encryption key created by the data owner, to re-encrypt
ciphertexts (that are already encrypted with Alice’s public
key), to be encrypted with Bob’s public key instead. In a way
that only Bob’s private key can decrypt the newly re-encrypted
chiphertext. PRE and attribute-based encryption (ABE) can be
used for securing data access stored on the cloud. PRE is an
ultimate solution specially for cloud storage since we cannot
fully trust CSP, while the useful property is the ability to do
the ciphertext conversion without revealing the corresponding
plaintexts. Integrating ABC and PRE can produce a flexible
and practical fine-grained access control data sharing solution. Ciphertext-policy ABPRE technique was first introduced
in [151]. In this technique, a proxy is able to convert a ciphered
message ciphered under an access policy to a ciphered message ciphered under another access policy. Liang et al. [152]
constructed the first CP-ABPRE that has only one trusted
authority for generating keys. Thus, it is not feasible to be used
in scalable big data systems. Massive data systems should be
supported by multiple authorities to allow scalability and separate authorities roles. In 2017, the authors of [47] proposed
a CP-ABPRE with attribute privacy protection, by hiding the
access policy, to protect a user’s identity.
IoT devices are usually light weight devices with very limited hardware resources. Unfortunately, the computational cost
of cryptographic algorithms (e.g., pairing and exponentiations)
are costly. IoT devices cannot afford such cost. Accordingly,
it would be desirable that such devices can outsource or delegate part of the extensive computations to a gateway or cloud
as illustrated in Fig. 7.
In the literature, there are a number of conducted work
that target delegating the computations of encryption, decryption and/or revocation of ABC, as shown in Fig. 8.
Green et al. [154] described a CP-ABE solution that outsources the decryption process. In [171], the authors described
a technique that delegates both the encryption and decryption
of CP-ABE to the cloud. Their proposed encryption process
has two access structures (T1, T2) connected by an AND
root node. This solution requires three exponentiations on the
user side, which still needs plenty of resources. The authors
of [156] presented a CP-ABE technique that outsources both
the encryption and decryption extensive computations. During
key generation, a user’s secret key and a transformation key
are created. This transformation key should be given to a
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decryption as well as attribute revocation. Their technique concentrates on ciphertext updates as well as updating user’s keys,
reflecting the revoked attributes.
There are a number of solutions that tackle the outsourcing of either encryption, decryption or attribute management
(i.e., revocation) to the cloud. However, to the best of our
knowledge, no technique nor framework in the literature integrates all the needed services for IoT devices. IoT frameworks
need to provide conditional anonymous authentication, fine
grained access control with receivers and sender privacy and
data integrity. Such techniques need to outsource the encryption, decryption, revocation management and access policy
management to a gateway or the cloud.
Fig. 7. Delegating partial encryption and decryption to the edge or the cloud.

VI. O PEN R ESEARCH I SSUES
proxy or cloud service provider. The proxy uses the transformation key for partial decryption of the ciphertext to ElGamal
ciphertext [172], only when the user’s attributes match the
policy. Then the resource-constrained device can decrypt the
generated ElGamal ciphertext with limited computations. An
efficient outsourced ABSC (OABSC) was presented in [157],
which borrows computational resources from a third party
cloud to partial decrypt ciphertexts. In this process, users need
to select and record their secret keys, which will allow them
to do the final decryption of ciphertext. Usually, the ciphertext
is stored on cloud. When users request to access the data, they
need to get verified by presenting their attributes. Then a transformation key created from the user’s key should be sent to
the cloud system to partial decrypt data. This will then return
a partial decrypted ciphertext. Then the receiver can verify the
correctness of the transformed ciphertext, before decrypting to
its original form using their kept secret key.
Yang et al. [173] proposed a multi-cloud based outsourcing for decryption, while preserving the receiver’s attributes
from being disclosed. In [159], OEABE outsourcing scheme
was introduced, that outsources ABE ciphertext-policy encryption. This proposed solution targets the delegation of the
most expensive computations in the ABE encryption to a
cloud, while maintaining the confidentiality of data against
both external and internal attackers. The encryption process requires only one exponentiation on resource-constrained
devices. However, the solution does not target revocation of
users and attributes, or the delegation of attributes management
(issuance or revocation) to cloud or proxy. Zhang et al. [148]
proposed an energy efficient KP-ABE decryption outsourcing
that takes into consideration of the cipher-text size, making sure that the cipher-text size is constant to reduce the
communication overhead.
Regarding attribute revocation, a number of CP-ABE mechanisms that manage attribute revocation have been presented.
Yu et al. [67] used a semi-trusted proxy for instant attribute
revocation. In their proposal, the proxy transforms the ciphertext, as well as refreshes all the authorized users secret
keys. Yong et al. [155] described a CP-ABE technique that
outsources both decryption and attribute revocation. This
technique uses attributes versioning to accomplish attributes
revocation. Liu et al. [158] presented a technique to outsource

In recent years, although active research efforts have been
dedicated on securing IoT, there are still a number of open
issues that need to be tackled. This section will describe some
of the major open research questions in securing and privacy
preservation of IoT systems.
Comprehensive Security: Several promising opportunities [3], [22], [26], [48], [92], [114] have emerged with the
evolution of IoT and cloud computing, facing IoT security
challenges [2], [17], [29], [31]. However, a complete solution
has not yet been implemented, as most of the available solutions target on only certain security requirements. To the best
of our knowledge, there is still no methodology that develops security attack free, conditional anonymous authentication
and fine-grained access control protocol to be used by the
various IoT use case scenarios. This framework should also
outsource part of the heavy computations in either uploading
or downloading data, to a computational powerful device or
the cloud. Existing techniques can be integrated to accomplish
an all-inclusive security solution. However, the integration is
not simple, due to the possibility of techniques interference,
usability and efficiency problems. We believe that comprehensive security solutions are needed for usable and efficient IoT
data sharing.
Non-Repudiation: In any system involving with user interactions, non-repudiation is needed to prevent the data owner
(sender) the denial of previous data upload. Most of the work
in IoT security, however, neglected the importance of nonrepudiation. IoT systems concentrate more on privacy of users
and devices. However, non-repudiation can still be provided,
while preserving user privacy. This can be achieved by conditional anonymity, as the sender still needs to be anonymous,
and for security or emergency reasons, certain authorities need
to find out the real identity of a user. Conditional anonymity
can be achieved by a number of techniques such as group
signatures. However, providing conditional anonymity feature
on limited-resourced IoT devices is a challenging task, and
extensive research is needed in this direction.
Scalability: IoT devices interact in different patterns with
different entities. The number of users and devices communicating together within an IoT ecosystem is growing widely
with the growth in technologies. Accordingly, the efficiency
and scalability of systems need to be ensured by not only
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Classification of research in outsourcing according to what to be outsourced.

storing secured data on the cloud, but also by delegating the
encryption and decryption in a secured manner to a cloudlet
or cloud. Outsourcing the revocation management and access
list management to cloud (proxy) are also needed, to reduce
computational load of both sender and receiver in different
perspectives. Additionally, the size of the encrypted data (sent
or received) should be minimized to reduce communication
overhead, which can be achieved by using constant size ABE
encryption techniques.
Revocation: As the user/device may have limited subscription periods or the device has been hacked/attacked or
stolen, the communicating party needs to find out whether
a user/device is revoked. The revoked entity authentication
and access to data should be disabled. Efficient revocation
is very challenging and it is especially important for a large
scale network. Scalable key management revocation in IoT
systems is an important aspects. It should ensure both backward and forward secrecy. Newly joined users to a group,
should not be able to interpret data encrypted, before their
joining time. Revoked users that previously had a key, should
not be able to interpret future encrypted data using their
previous revoked keys. Finding the proper and efficient way
to revoke attributes and/or users is still an issue. The existing
schemes are not flexible nor efficient enough. For instance,
some existing techniques are based on users to interact online with the authority, such as in [80]. Some techniques do
not allow revocation instantly, such as in [67]. More research
is therefore needed to enhance the user and attribute revocation and management systems. Outsourcing the management
to a semi-trusted cloud can add flexibility and scalability of
infrastructure management systems (issuing and revocation of
keys and attributes).
Interoperability: Interoperability in IoT is needed, knowing
that there are some legacy proprietary hardware and software
deployed systems. Governmental efforts to create standards
for IoT interoperability and backward compatibility should
be taken into consideration during all phases of IoT systems
implementation and fabrication. Moreover, governmental and
non-governmental entities should provide a way to set universal privacy policies and find a way to impose them. This is
needed to allow the interoperability of different systems, while
maintaining user’s privacy.
Trust Management: Trust management is needed to establish trust across different IoT systems and domains. In such a
large scale IoT network, it is a big challenge to build trust
between different domains and a large number of limited

resources devices [174]. The number of IoT consumers can be
huge and dynamic. Accordingly, the trust management system
must be adaptive and scalable. Moreover, the accuracy of trust
systems is crucial. To improve the trust result accuracy, different techniques can be integrated such as reputation and
recommendation techniques. However, most of the available
trust management systems cannot be easily integrated with
each other [175], [176]. Accordingly, more research is needed
for providing techniques to efficiently integrate various trust
feedbacks. This should be done while protecting user’s privacy. Furthermore, the response time of trust management
systems is of great importance. The longer the response time,
the lower the number of inquiries that the system can handle.
Systems with minimal response time are urgently needed for
IoT systems.
Latency Constraint: It is important to note that not only
the information in IoT should be stored and processed in a
timely manner, but also services should be secured with minimal added latency. It is not recommended to rely on the
cloud for applications that require fast processing and minimal
delays [40]. Edge computing and federated-machine learning [177] are some of the promising ways that can ensure
the rapid delivery of IoT cloud-based services as well as scalability and privacy-policy enforcement. More research efforts
are needed in finding efficient ways to use edge computing
with IoT and the cloud to combat the security challenges in
IoT systems.
VII. C ONCLUSION
This paper presents a better understanding of security threats
and security requirements in the Internet of Things (IoT), as
well as approaches to address different threats and security
challenges. IoT systems should be constructed with the due
consideration of security, privacy, and trust. Security requirements should be addressed in all of the architecture layers
of IoT systems. Furthermore, constraints introduced by the
IoT such as big data, distributed and low powered devices,
should be taken into consideration during the solutions design
phase. In this paper, IoT security threats and possible counter
measures for each threat are investigated. Challenges to IoT
devices and the exchange of data between IoT systems, edge
device and the cloud are evaluated. In particular, we present a
detailed survey on security mechanisms that address different
security services and challenges in IoT, namely confidentiality,
access control, authentication, privacy, integrity and resource
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constrained IoT devices. Finally, we identify the gap in IoT
security research and development, as well the future research
efforts needed. We hope these research questions will stimulate further research in this important area, thereby realizing
an Internet of Secure Things eventually.
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