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Abstract—Unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) are vulnerable
to interception and attacks when operated remotely without
a unified and efficient identity authentication. Meanwhile, the
openness of wireless communication environments potentially
leads to data leakage and system paralysis. However, conventional
authentication schemes in the UAV network are system-centric,
failing to adapt to the diversity of UAVs identities and access,
resulting in changes in network environments and connection
statuses. Additionally, UAVs are not subjected to periodic identity
compliance checks once authenticated, leading to difficulties
in controlling access anomalies. Therefore, in this work, we
consider a zero-trust framework for UAV network authentication,
aiming to achieve UAVs identity authentication through the
principle of “never trust and always verify”. We introduce
a blockchain-assisted zero-trust authentication scheme, namely
BAZAM, designed for multi-UAV wireless networks. In this
scheme, UAVs follow a key generation approach using physical
unclonable functions (PUFs), and cryptographic technique helps
verify registration and access requests of UAVs. The blockchain
is applied to store UAVs authentication information in immutable
storage. Through thorough security analysis and extensive eval-
uation, we demonstrate the effectiveness and efficiency of the
proposed BAZAM.

Index Terms—UAV network, authentication, blockchain, zero-
trust, physical unclonable functions.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

In the next-generation networking paradigm, unmanned
aerial vehicles (UAVs)-based wireless networks, benefiting
from the rapid and easily deployable characteristics [1], have
been extensively applied across various domains [2]. Due to
the deployment in open environments and reliance on wireless
communication channels, UAVs are susceptible to interception
and attacks [3], such as man-in-the-middle attacks, replay
attacks, impersonation attacks, and physical capture attacks
[4], [5]. These attacks have the potential to disrupt the nor-
mal operation of UAVs, allowing attackers to illicitly obtain
resources from internal networks. Therefore, secure UAV
authentication technologies play a pivotal role in effectively
curbing adversarial attacks [6].
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However, due to the characteristics of multi-UAV wireless
networks, it is challenging to apply the conventional network
security model and scheme directly to design authentication
schemes of UAV networks [7]. On one hand, the high-
speed mobility of UAVs leads to rapid changes in network
conditions and connection status, necessitating the repeated
verification of their identities [8], [9]. On the other hand, an
excessive trust in UAVs within the internal network makes the
system difficult to effectively defend against internal malicious
UAVs [10]. Moreover, traditional authentication approaches
primarily relying on tag, passwords, tokens, and fingerprints
are susceptible to theft or forgery by attackers [11], thereby
enabling unauthorized access to internal network resources.
Additionally, these approaches typically grant prolonged ac-
cess privileges to UAVs after authentication, leading internal
network resources leakage. While boundary-based multi-UAV
wireless network protection can effectively thwart external
attacks, it cannot prevent attacks initiated by malicious UAVs
within the internal network. Consequently, conventional multi-
UAV wireless network architectures still face significant secu-
rity challenges.

A novel network security architecture known as zero-trust
[12], shows its potential to be an appropriate solution for
UAV authentication. The zero-trust model posits that both the
internal and external aspects of wireless networks are untrusted
[13], [14]. In other words, in the zero-trust network, UAVs
are deemed untrusted until thoroughly validated and authen-
ticated. Furthermore, the zero-trust model aims to transform
traditional network architectures from being system-centric
to user-centric with continuous authentication [15]. When a
UAV needs wireless or other resources, its identity is initially
authenticated and assessed to determine its access permissions
[16]. Subsequently, the zero-trust gateway allows or denies
UAVs access to service resources and monitors their access
behaviour in real time. The zero-trust network protection shifts
from the network perimeter to the user identity itself, effec-
tively preventing unauthorized access requests from within
the network. For multi-UAV wireless networks, the zero-trust
network architecture can provide a higher level of security pro-
tection, safeguarding sensitive data from unauthorized access
and potential security threats.

B. Related Work

Recently, considerable efforts have been dedicated to the
research of security and threat towards UAVs. In UAV net-
works, the changes in topology may occur more frequently
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[17]. The relative positions of UAVs may undergo alterations,
leading to the formation and disappearance of communica-
tion links. Additionally, UAVs may experience malfunctions,
resulting in disconnection from the network [18]. Tiburski
et al. [19] mention that if attackers gain physical access to
a UAV and tamper with its authentication parameters, the
legitimate UAV in the network may be mistakenly identified
as malicious. Wang et al. [20] claim that attackers may attack
open wireless channels, potentially engaging in illicit inter-
ception of communication messages, and even manipulating
the dissemination of messages through forgery and control.
In [21], attackers may disrupt, intercept, or interfere with the
communication signals of UAVs, thereby impacting the control
of UAVs or data transmission. Once attackers eavesdrop on the
private communication of a UAV and then sniff its sensitive
information, such as identity, private key, passwords, etc., they
can impersonate the UAV, leading to unauthorized access to
the network [22], [23].

Several cryptographic frameworks have been proposed for
UAV authentication in recent years. In [24], elliptic curve
cryptography (ECC) is utilized to design a secure authenti-
cation scheme for UAV communications, including message
authentication and key agreement. UAVs can authenticate
independently instead of relying on a key generation center.
In [25], a distributed UAV authentication scheme is designed
based on blockchain. The authentication process is based on
the ECC, and the UAVs can invoke the smart contract to update
its information in the blockchain to achieve authentication.
Considering the parameter sizes of ECC, the authors in [26]
propose a provable and privacy-preserving UAV authentication
scheme based on hyperelliptic curve cryptography, reducing
the cost caused by processing parameters in UAV authentica-
tion. In [27], a lightweight mutual authentication protocol for
UAVs is designed. It is solely comprised of bitwise operations
and one-way hash functions. Another popular approach in
UAV authentication is to leverage physical layer attributes. In
[28], a lightweight authentication scheme is proposed based
on the physically unclonable function (PUF). It supports UAV-
ground station (GS) and UAV-UAV communication modes and
is resistant to physical capture and node tampering attacks. To
ensure physical security and fast authentication, the authors in
[29] also apply the PUF to design a mutual authentication
protocol for UAV swarms. In [30], the PUF and chaotic
system to achieve mutual authentication are employed to
establish a secure session key between communication UAVs.
In [31], a PUF and fuzzy extractor-based mutual authentication
mechanism is designed for UAV-GS. Both UAVs and the GS
are unable to store any secret information that can be used to
decrypt messages communicated between them.

There have been increasing interests in authentication using
zero-trust. In [32], a security awareness and protection sys-
tem that leverages zero-trust architecture is proposed, which
achieves continuous identity authentication, analysis of access
behavior, and fine-grained access control. The authors in [33]
develop a zero-trust software-based security framework to pro-
vide secure communications within the mobile core network
by using an authentication-based approach. In the zero-trust
environment, only authenticated and authorized entities can

access each other. In [34], a blockchain-enabled information
sharing solution is designed in zero-trust context to guarantee
entity authentication. Applying the smart contracts and con-
sensus mechanisms, unauthenticated participants are prevented
from sharing information. The authors in [35] realize the
ownership authentication and operation authorization of UAVs
through the incorporation of zero-trust architecture into the
blockchain and the artificial intelligence models. The authors
in [36] construct a zero-trust authentication framework based
on Markov games with one-sided information, which leverages
interdependent trust evaluation to automate zero-trust security
for the fifth generation Internet of Things (IoT) networks. In
[37], a three-step physical layer enhance zero-trust security
framework for wireless industrial IoT, the devices authentica-
tion of which is based on the physical fingerprint, eliminating
third-party trusted certification authorities. In [38], the authors
propose a holistic research agenda for zero-trust user authen-
tication in social virtual reality, which investigates biometrics-
based authentication for continuously authenticating users and
improves the authentication accuracy with multimodal data.

C. Motivation and Contributions

As mentioned above, existing UAV wireless networks suffer
from potential security attacks. In this context, identity-based
continuous authentication is important to improve the multi-
UAV network security. Taking into account the dynamics of
UAV network, as well as the intranet trust and security of
authentication approaches, the zero-trust model can establish
a robust and adaptable UAV authentication scheme. There-
fore, this paper proposes a blockchain-assisted authentication
scheme, called BAZAM, for multi-UAV wireless networks
under the zero-trust framework. The main contributions of this
paper are summarized as follows:

• We propose a blockchain-assisted UAV authentication
scheme specifically designed to operate in the zero-
trust network. The zero-trust network centers around the
UAV identity, which is authenticated and evaluated by
the software defined perimeter (SDP) controller before
allowing resource access requests from a UAV.

• We utilize the randomness and non-replicability on the
UAV hardware to generate its secret key. Based on the
PUF, we present a lightweight cryptographic technique as
identity authentication to design the BAZAM. The SDP
controller can verify the identity and request of a UAV
before sending a policy to the gateway to allow UAV
access.

• To enhance the authentication efficiency of the SDP
controller in the zero-trust framework, we introduce a
reputation to filter UAVs’ eligibility for authentication
preparation, taking into account the legitimate authenti-
cation attempts made by the UAVs.

• We introduce a blockchain-assisted authentication service
for UAVs. The reputation required for the authentication
is stored in the blockchain. The untamperable record
increases the reliability and security of reputation and
reduces the risk of single points of failure and centraliza-
tion in zero-trust network.
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
II presents the basic concepts. We describe the system model,
threat model, security goals and adversary model in Section
III. The detailed constructions of the proposed scheme are
shown in Section IV. Section V and VI demonstrates the secu-
rity analysis and performance analysis. Section VII concludes
the research work.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we introduce the following concepts for the
construction of our scheme.

A. Intractable Problem

As the intractability assumptions of the hard problems is
the theoretical basis for the later proof, we utilize a slight
modification presented in [39] to provide a security basic for
our BAZAM scheme.

Definition 1 (Modified Bilinear Diffie-Hellman (MBDH)
assumption): Given a cyclic additive group G1 and a cyclic
multiplicative group G2 with the same order q, a bilinear map
e : G1 × G1 −→ G2, and a generator G of G1, for a tuple
(G,aG,bG,cG,c−1G), z∈G2, a, b, c are unknown integers,
MBDH assumption is to compute the value of e(G,G)abc.

Definition 2 (Modified Decisional Bilinear Diffie-Hellman
(MDBDH) assumption): Given a cyclic additive group G1

and a cyclic multiplicative group G2 with the same order
q, a bilinear map e : G1 × G1 −→ G2, and a generator G
of G1, for a tuple (G,aG,bG,cG,c−1G), z∈G2, a, b, c are
unknown integers, MDBDH assumption is to decide whether
z = e(G,G)abc.

B. Physical Unclonable Function

The PUF refers to a physical entity that responds with
inputs and outputs [40]. This response depends on randomly
varying physical structures, as well as mismatches resulting
from the intrinsic structure of the physical entity. Compared
to conventional encryption algorithms, the implementation of
PUF is relatively straightforward and offers higher level of
security. In PUF, challenge-response pairs constitute a pivotal
concept employed for device authentication or key generation.
A PUF can be defined as the function rn = PUF(cn). A
set of n input values (referred to as the challenge) C ∈
{c0, ..., cn} representing a randomly or specifically input,
typically manifests as electrical signals or data. Subsequent
to challenge generation, it is conveyed to the PUF system.
Upon receipt of a challenge, the PUF system, influenced by its
internal physical structure and inherent randomness, engenders
a singular response R ∈ {r0, ..., rn}. This response is a distinct
reaction to a challenge, thereby endowing each PUF system
with a unique response pattern.

C. Software Defined Perimeter

The conventional network security models typically rely
on static boundary defenses, such as firewalls and virtual
private networks, which lack adequate flexibility and security.
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Fig. 1. System model of BAZAM.

Therefore, the technological system in the zero-trust archi-
tecture is software defined perimeter (SDP) [41]. The typical
SDP architecture consists of SDP controller, SDP client, and
SDP gateway. The SDP controller is responsible for validating
packet sent by the SDP client, issuing policies, managing the
SDP gateway, and configuring the connection between the
SDP client and SDP gateway. The SDP client, a software or
agent on user devices, is tasked with communicating with the
SDP controller for identity verification and access control. The
SDP gateway, located at the network edge, by default denies
all access requests. Only upon successful authentication of
a request and the issuance of corresponding credentials and
policies by the SDP controller, the SDP gateway establishes a
connection with the SDP client.

III. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we present the system model of BAZAM,
and formulate the threat model, security goals, and adversary
model.

A. System Model

In this paper, we propose BAZAM, a zero-trust multi-UAV
authentication scheme based on blockchain, which combines
blockchain, cryptography and SDP technology to authenti-
cate a UAV access request, so as to achieve fine-grained
authentication and authorisation of UAVs and ensure the
security of service resources. To demonstrate the applicability
of BAZAM in zero-trust architecture, we suggest the proposed
infrastructure that can be divided into five types of essential
units with distinctive functionalities: the key generation center
(KGC), the UAV, the SDP controller, the SDP gateway, and
the blockchain, as shown in Fig. 1.

• KGC: KGC is a trusted party authority. It possesses robust
communication and computational capabilities. Addition-
ally, it is responsible for facilitating the registration of
UAVs and SDP controller in the zero-trust model, as well
as assisting in the authentication process between them.
The registration processes of UAVs and SDP controller
with KGC occur over a secure channel. Moreover, KGC
is deemed entirely trustworthy and impenetrable.
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• UAV: UAV is assume the role of data resource requester.
Each UAV is equipped with a PUF. Upon submitting a
resource access request to the SDP controller and receiv-
ing registration approval, the UAV proceeds to request its
public/ private key pair from the KGC. Subsequently, the
UAV utilizes its own private key and the public key of
the SDP controller to encrypt and sign the single page
application (SPA) packet. Then it presents an authenti-
cation request to the SDP controller with the ciphertext.
Upon successful authentication, the UAV can establish a
secure connection with the SDP gateway, thereby gaining
access to the resources.

• SDP Controller: SDP controller is utilized to manage
and control access to network resources. The primary
role of the SDP controller is to dynamically determine,
based on the UAV identity and packet information, that
only authenticated and authorized UAV has permission
to access resources. Additionally, the SDP controller
considers the reputation and the corresponding thresholds
of the UAV to decide whether to grant registration rights
to the UAV.

• SDP Gateway: When receiving a request from a UAV,
the SDP gateway determines, based on the authorization
policy and authentication result provided by the SDP
controller, whether to allow the request. If the request
is granted, the SDP gateway establishes a secure connec-
tion, enabling the UAV to securely access the required
resources.

• Blockchain: Blockchain is a shared distributed ledger,
that consists of immutable and trustworthy information of
UAVs. Blockchain is critical for SDP controller to process
the registration requests and enforce UAV authentication.

In Fig. 1, BAZAM works with the following steps for au-
thenticating the UAVs and establishing the connection between
the UAVs and the gateway. Firstly, the SDP controller initiates
a registration request to the KGC to obtain its own key pairs.
Subsequently, the UAV sends an access request to the SDP
controller. The SDP controller determines the eligibility of
the UAV registration by querying the UAV information on
the blockchain. Upon receiving registration permission, the
UAV sends a registration request to the KGC to generate a
unique public/private key pair, while the KGC updates the
UAV’s information on the blockchain. Following this, the UAV
generates packet data and sends an authentication request to
the SDP controller. After verifying the packet and confirming
the identity of the UAV, the SDP controller updates the UAV
information on the blockchain for subsequent authentication.
Upon successful authentication, the SDP gateway receives
connection instruction from the SDP controller, allowing it
to open corresponding ports for the UAV and grant access to
the relevant service resources.

B. Threat Model
The formalization of the adversary model is based on

Dolev–Yao threat framework [43]. Based on the security
threats faced by UAVs in the process of data transmission, the
adversary in the process of identity authentication of UAVs is
defined. The adversary has the following capabilities:

When the sensitive data is exchanged over the UAV net-
work, we assume that an adversary might employ sniffing
tools to eavesdrop on the packets, thereby gaining access to
the communication content. Additionally, an adversary could
intercept messages sent from UAVs, forging different messages
to be sent to the SDP controller, executing man-in-the-middle
attack. Furthermore, an adversary may illicitly obtain secret in-
formation stored within UAVs, involving unauthorized access
to confidential data stored internally. In the zero-trust network,
an adversary has the capability to send messages to all entities,
allowing them to impersonate UAVs within the network and
send deceptive messages. More critically, an adversary even
has the potential to acquire the private key of a UAV. However,
an adversary lacks the ability to control the trusted KGC, and it
cannot obtain the system’s random numbers through guessing.

C. Security Goals

To fulfil the resource access requirements of multi-UAV
in wide-area airspace, and to establish secure communication
links between UAVs and zero-trust networks, the access au-
thentication scheme for UAVs within the zero-trust architec-
ture should achieve the following security goals:

Mutual Authentication: BAZAM should ensure that only
legitimate UAVs can complete authentication with the SDP
controller and defend against adversaries posing as legitimate
UAVs to launch malicious attacks.

Session Key Establishment: BAZAM should generate
unique session keys for the authentication process. In addi-
tion, it should ensure that an adversary is unable to obtain
intelligence from the captured session key.

Integrity: BAZAM should perform the verification on the
packets origin, and ensure that the data are free from deliberate
or inadvertent unauthorized manipulation or modification.

Forward and Backward Secrecy: Even if adversaries
obtain the master key or secrets, they should not be able to
learn previous session keys established between the UAV and
the SDP controller. Additionally, the newly joined UAVs are
prevented to learning previous session keys.

Secure Against Cyber Attacks: BAZAM should be secure
against common security attacks, such as message tampering,
replay attack, etc.

Secure Against Physical Attacks: The adversaries may
attempt to create replicas of legitimate UAVs through cloning
attacks, as well as physically tamper with UAV identifiers or
data in memory. Therefore, BAZAM should be secure against
UAV cloning attacks and other physical attacks, such as UAV
capture and tampering.

UAV Traceability: The authentication history of any regis-
tered UAV can be traced. In other words, the authentication
information and results of UAV need to be accurately recorded.

D. Adversary Model

As proof that our BAZAM scheme satisfies confidentiality
and the unforgeability, we provide the security games for our
BAZAM scheme.

Definition 3 (Indistinguishability Against Adaptive Chosen-
Ciphertext Attack (IND-CCA2)): Our scheme is IND-CCA2
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TABLE I
NOTATION AND DESCRIPTION

Notations Descriptions

ssk System public key
spk System master key
IDC The identity of SDP controller
PKC/SKC The public/private key of IDC

Ui The i-th UAV
IDi

U The identity of Ui

Repi The reputation of Ui

Rh/Rl The threshold of reputation
(Ci, Ri) The challenge–response pair of Ui

PKi
U/SKi

U The public/private key of Ui

pac An SPA packet generated by Ui

σ The ciphertext of pac generated by Ui

secure if no adversary A possesses a non-negligible advantage
in winning the following game.

Initial: A challenger C initializes the system parameters and
master key. Then the parameters are forwarded to A.

Phase 1 and 2: A adaptively asks to C the following the
queries.

• Key extract queries: A submits key extract queries for
identities of the UAV and SDP controller. C sends the
corresponding private keys to A.

• Signcrypt queries: A chooses the identities of the UAV
and SDP controller and a packet. C obtains the private
key of the UAV for signcrypting the packet and sends it
to A.

• Unsigncrypt queries: A chooses the identities of the UAV
and SDP controller and a ciphertext. C obtains the private
key of the SDP controller for decrypting the ciphertext
and sends it to A.

Challenge: A adaptively asks to C the aforementioned
queries. When the Phase 1 is finished, A generates two equal-
size messages and the challenging identities of the UAV and
SDP controller to C. C randomly selects γ ∈ {0, 1} to make
the challenging ciphertext and forwards it to A.

Guess: A outputs a guess γ′ and wins this game if γ′ = γ.
Definition 4 (Existential Unforgreability Against Chosen-

Message Attack (EUF-CMA)): Our scheme is EUF-CMA
secure if no adversary A possesses a non-negligible advantage
in winning the following game.

Initial: A challenger C initializes the system parameters and
master key. Then the parameters is forwarded to A.

Attack: A proposes various queries adaptively as described
in the previous definition. C is able to answer the queries.

Forgery: A outputs the forged ciphertext and the identities
of a UAV and an SDP controller. It is worth noting that the
identities and packet cannot be queried in the attack phase. If
the forged ciphertext is recognised as valid, A wins the game.

IV. BAZAM: ZERO-TRUST AUTHENTICATION SCHEME

The proposed BAZAM is organized into three phases,
namely the initialize phase, the registration phase, and the
UAV-SDP controller authentication phase. Table I summarizes
the notations used in this paper.

UAV (Ui) SDP ControllerKGC

Registration

1. Input IDSC{ IDSC }

2. Compute PKSC = H1(IDSC);

    SKSC = ssk · PKSC; { PKSC, SKSC }
Registration

3. Input IDi
UAV

{ IDi
UAV }

4. Check Repi ≟ λ+/ λ-;

{ IDi
UAV }

6. Compute Ri = PUF(Ci);

{ IDi
UAV }

5. Generate Ci ;
{ IDi

UAV, Ci}

{ Ri, Ci }

7. Compute PKi
UAV = H1(ID

i
UAV || Ri);

    SKi
UAV = ssk-1 · PKi

UAV;

{ IDi
UAV, PKi

UAV }
{ IDi

UAV, PKi
UAV, SKi

UAV, PKSC}

•  If Repi < λ-, the registration is rejected;

•  If Repi > λ+, the registration is omited;

•  Otherwise, the registration is permittd;

•  If Repi < λ-, the registration is rejected;

•  If Repi > λ+, the registration is omited;

•  Otherwise, the registration is permittd;

UAV (Ui) SDP ControllerKGC

Registration

1. Input IDSC;{ IDSC }

2. Compute PKSC = H1(IDSC);

    SKSC = ssk · PKSC; { PKSC, SKSC }
Registration

3. Input IDi
UAV; { IDi

UAV }

4. Check Repi ≟ λ+/ λ-;

{ IDi
UAV }

6. Compute Ri = PUF(Ci);

{ IDi
UAV }

5. Generate Ci ;
{ IDi

UAV, Ci}

{ Ri, Ci }

7. Compute PKi
UAV = H1(ID

i
UAV || Ri);

    SKi
UAV = ssk-1 · PKi

UAV;

{ IDi
UAV, PKi

UAV }
{ PKi

UAV, SKi
UAV, PKSC}

•  If Repi < λ-, the registration is rejected;

•  If Repi > λ+, the registration is omited;

•  Otherwise, the registration is permittd;

•  If Repi < λ-, the registration is rejected;

•  If Repi > λ+, the registration is omited;

•  Otherwise, the registration is permittd;

UAV (Ui) SDP ControllerKGC

Registration

1. Input IDSC;{ IDSC }

2. Compute PKSC = H1(IDSC);

    SKSC = ssk · PKSC; { PKSC, SKSC }Registration

3. Input IDi
UAV; { IDi

UAV }

4. Check Repi ≟ λ+/ λ-;

{ IDi
UAV }

6. Compute Ri = PUF(Ci);

{ IDi
UAV }

5. Generate Ci ;
{ IDi

UAV, Ci}

{ Ri, Ci }

7. Compute PKi
UAV = H1(ID

i
UAV || Ri);

    SKi
UAV = ssk-1 · PKi

UAV;{ PKi
UAV, SKi

UAV, PKSC}

For Ui registration: if Repi < λ-, rejective; if Repi > λ+, omissible; otherwise, allowable;

KGCKGC

2. Compute PKSC = H1(IDC);

    SKC = ssk · PKC;

2. Compute PKSC = H1(IDC);

    SKC = ssk · PKC;

5. Generate Ci ;5. Generate Ci ;

7. Compute PKi
U = H1(ID

i
U || Ri);

    SKi
U = ssk-1 · PKi

U;

7. Compute PKi
U = H1(ID

i
U || Ri);

    SKi
U = ssk-1 · PKi

U;

UAV (Ui)UAV (Ui)

6. Compute Ri = PUF(Ci);6. Compute Ri = PUF(Ci);

4. Check Repi ≟ λ+/ λ-;4. Check Repi ≟ λ+/ λ-;

SDP ControllerSDP Controller

{ PKC, SKC }{ PKC, SKC }

{ IDi
U }{ IDi
U }

For Ui registration:  if Repi < λ-, rejective; if Repi > λ+, 

omissible; otherwise, allowable;

For Ui registration:  if Repi < λ-, rejective; if Repi > λ+, 

omissible; otherwise, allowable;

{ IDi
U }{ IDi
U }

{ IDi
U }{ IDi
U }

{ IDi
U, Ci}{ IDi
U, Ci}

{ Ri, Ci }{ Ri, Ci }

Blockchain

{ IDC }{ IDC }

{ IDi
U }{ IDi
U }

{ Repi }{ Repi }

{ PKi
U, SKi

U, PKC}{ PKi
U, SKi

U, PKC}

SDP Controller

Registration

UAV

Registration

{ IDi
U, PKi

U}{ IDi
U, PKi

U}

KGCKGC

1. Compute PKSC = H1(IDC);

    SKC = ssk · PKC;

1. Compute PKSC = H1(IDC);

    SKC = ssk · PKC;

3. Generate Ci ;3. Generate Ci ;

5. Compute PKi
U = H1(ID

i
U || Ri);

    SKi
U = ssk-1 · PKi

U;

5. Compute PKi
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Fig. 2. The registration process of a UAV and an SDP controller.

A. Initialization

In the proposed authentication phase, UAVs are authenti-
cated under the coordination of SDP controller and KGC.
Before starting the process, the system is assumed to have
been initialized, which means:

1) System parameters have been instantiated. Let G1 be
a cyclic additive group generated by G, and G2 be a
cyclic multiplicative group. G1 and G2 have the same
order q, where q is a primer number of k-bits length. e :
G1 × G1−→G2 is a bilinear map. Then, H1, H2, and H3

denote the secure one-way hash functions with the def-
initions as follows: H1: {0,1}∗−→G1, H2: G2−→{0,1}l,
and H3: {0,1}l× G2−→Z∗

p, where l denotes a bit length
of a message. Let En and De be the encryption and
decryption algorithms of a secure symmetric cipher.

2) System public key and master key have been generated.
It first chooses randomness ssk ∈ Z∗

p to compute spk =
sskG. It finally returns a public key spk and master key
ssk. It is noticing that ssk is kept secretly and known
only by KGC.

B. SDP Controller Registration

As illustrated in Fig. 2, the public/private key pair of the
SDP controller IDC is generated by KGC in this phase. The
public key of IDC generated by KGC is as follows:

PKC = H1(IDC).
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The corresponding private key is computed as:

SKC = sskPKC .

Then, KGC sends {PKC , PKC } to SDP controller. Note
that, the public key of IDC is finally shared with the UAVs
that submit the registration request to gateway. The private key
is stored secretly by SDP controller.

C. UAV Registration

In the registration phase, each UAV is equipped with a PUF
for generating a response output for a challenge input to it.
Considering that a malicious UAV is able to continuously
request authentication from the system, it could result in a
significant increase in local traffic and lead to device failures.
To mitigate the occurrence of such situations, the system
incorporates a reputation mechanism in the registration phase.
Fig. 2 presents the registration process of a UAV. The key
steps of a UAV registration process are explained below.

1) When UAV Ui with identity IDi
U enters the network

for the first time, it first establishes a registration request
with the SDP controller via a secure and private channel.

2) Upon receiving the registration request, the SDP con-
troller first retrieves the reputation of the UAV on the
blockchain. The SDP controller will initiate a retrospec-
tive search from the latest block, proceeding backward
until locating the block containing pertinent information
about Ui. This approach ensures the retrieval of the
latest UAV information, including its reputation and
public key, etc. For Ui with its reputation Repi below a
threshold Rl, the registration request will be rejected by
the SDP controller, and registration services will not be
provided. For Ui with Repi above a threshold Rh, it will
receive a notification from the SDP controller indicating
no registration is required. Otherwise, the SDP controller
sends registration request to the KGC with IDi

U of the
Ui.

3) Upon receiving the valid registration request from Ui

with its identity, KGC generates a random challenge
Ci and sends it to Ui. Then, a random challenge Ci

is generated by KGC. KGC sends {IDi
U , Ci} to Ui.

After receiving the Ci, based on which a response, Ri,
is produced applying the PUF as:

Ri = PUF (Ci).

Then, Ui sends {Ci, Ri} to the KGC.
4) When KGC receives Ri from Ui, KGC generates the

public key PKi
U for Ui as:

PKi
U = H1(ID

i
U ||Ri).

Then, the corresponding private key is established as:

SKi
U = ssk−1 · PKi

U .

The KGC sends PKi
U , SKi

U , and PKC to Ui.
5) The set {IDi

U , PKi
U , SKi

U , PKC} is securely stored
in the UAV’s storage. Meantime, the KGC uploads the
set {IDi

U , PKi
U} on the blockchain.
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Fig. 3. The UAV-SDP controller authentication process.

It should be noted that in the case of a UAV registering for
the first time, its reputation is set to zero and uploaded on the
blockchain. For the UAV with prior registration history, its
reputation remains unchanged during the registration phase.
Therefore, when the registration phase is over, the blockchain
contains the tuple <IDi

U , PKi
U , Repi> for the registered Ui.

D. UAV-SDP controller Authentication

Here, we describe our scheme to achieve the authentication
between UAV Ui and SDP controller under the zero trust
network. Fig. 3 depicts the various authentication phase per-
formed on Ui and SDP controller. This scheme ensures that
only registered UAVs can authenticate with SDP controller
before they can begin establishing a secure connection with
the SDP gateway.

1) Prior to the initiation of a connection request by Ui, rig-
orous identity authentication must be conducted through
the SDP controller.

– First, Ui generates an SPA packet based on its own
information and requirements as:

pac = (N ||IDi
U ||Pwd||Ts||V er||Ad1||Pt1),

where N denotes the nonce number, Pwd denotes
the password, Ts denotes the timestamp, V er de-
notes the protocol version, Ad1 denotes the IP
address, and Pt1 denotes the port number.

– Ui selects a random number h∈ Z∗
p to derive k1 and

k2 as:
r1 = e(spk, PKi

U )
h,
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r2 = H2(e(PKi
U , PKC)

h).

– Based on the pac, r1, and r2, Ui performs the
following operations to generate the ciphertext σ =
(Epac, v, W ) as:

Epac = Encr2(pac),

v = H3(Epac, r1),

W = (h− v)SKi
U ,

where Enc is the encryption algorithm of a secure
symmetric cipher of length l.

2) Ui then sends σ as an authentication request to the SDP
controller.

3) After receiving the authentication request from Ui, SDP
controller executes the following steps to verify the
ciphertext:

– It first retrieves the public key of Ui stored in the
blockchain and then calculates

r′1 = e(spk,W ) · e(G,PKi
U )

v,

r′2 = H2(e(W,SKC) · e(PKi
U , PKC)

v).

– The plaintext pac′ is derived as:

Dpac = Decr′2(Epac),

where Dec is the corresponding decryption algo-
rithm of a secure symmetric cipher of length l.

– The SDP controller checks the plaintext to ensure
the data integrity as:

v = H3(Epac, r
′
1).

– If the checking is successful, the ciphertext is valid
and the pac′ is obtained.

– Otherwise, the ciphertext is rejected and the authen-
tication is failed. In the event of a failed authenti-
cation for Ui, the SDP controller will undertake an
adjustment of its reputation, decrementing it by one
unit. Subsequently, the updated reputation Repi of
Ui, along with its identity, will be encapsulated into
a transaction, and stored in a new block.

4) Afterward, the SDP controller initially verifies the cor-
rectness of the Pwd of IDi

U . Then, it meticulously
scrutinizes the presence of N and Ts to ascertain
the absence of replay attacks. Similar to the previous
step, the reputation of UAV, failing authentication, will
decrease and be updated on the blockchain.

5) Upon the successful authentication, the SDP controller
communicates the IP address Ad2 and port Pt2 of
gateway back to Ui as:

m = EncSKC
(Ad2||Pt2||IDi

U ).

It is noteworthy that the reputation of a successfully
authenticated Ui will be incremented by one unit and
uploaded on the blockchain.

6) The SDP controller simultaneously communicates the
legitimate UAV identity and the authorization policy to
the SDP gateway.

7) Ui sends a connection request and the authorization
to SDP gateway with its identity. Since the UAV has
been validated by the SDP controller, a secure session
is established between Ui and gateway.

E. Reputation Update

The proposed BAZAM utilizes the reputation value to
indicate the trustworthiness of UAVs’ identities. The reputation
of a UAV is quantified by a specific numerical value, reflecting
the long-term performance of its authentication behavior. A
higher value of the UAV corresponds to a greater number of
legitimate authentication instances, indicating a higher level of
trust. Without loss of generality, the initial reputation value of
the UAV is set to zero. While the reputation value undergoes
updates, it does not reset or zero out.

Considering the need to adhere to the zero-trust principle of
“never trust, always verify,” every UAV is required to undergo
authentication before establishing a secure connection with
the SDP gateway. The reputation of a UAV evolves with
each authentication attempt. Therefore, to simplify the entire
authentication process, a comparison between the reputation
stored in the blockchain and the predefined thresholds is
employed.

For a UAV with a reputation below the threshold Rl,
indicating multiple authentication failures, the SDP controller
will blacklist it. Consequently, the SDP controller will reject its
registration request to the KGC, preventing it from obtaining
fresh key pair. Similarly, to inspire well-behaved UAVs in
terms of authentication and enhance the authentication speed,
a threshold Rh is set. This threshold is used to identify high-
reputation UAVs, allowing them to bypass the registration
process. They can simply initiate access requests to the SDP
controller using the previously registered public/private key
pairs.

V. SECURITY ANALYSIS

This section demonstrates the correctness of the BAZAM
and security analysis. The analysis results indicate that the
proposed scheme is secure against various common attacks.

Theorem 1 (Confidentiality): Assume that the MDBDH
assumption holds, then BAZAM is secure against adaptive
chosen-ciphertext attacks.

Proof : Supposing that an adversary A is able to break the
confidentiality of BAZAM with a non-negligible probability
ϵ, then a challenger C has the ability to solve the MDBDH
problem with advantage ϵ′ by interacting with A. C maintains
the lists: Li(i = 1, 2, 3) for query and response pairs to random
oracle Hi.

Initial: C submits the system parameters to A with spk =
cG, where ssk is the master key that is unknown to C.

Phase 1: A can issue some queries and C answers these
queries as follows:

• H1 query: C keeps a list L1 of tuples (IDi, PKi, s).
Whenever A makes a query on H1(IDi), if the request
has been previously queried, the corresponding value in
L1 will be returned. Otherwise, C chooses s∈ Z∗

p and
computes PKi = sG. Afterwards, (IDi, PKi, s) is stored
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in L1 by C and PKi is sent to A. C chooses a extra query
with random IDn and responses H1(IDn) = bG.

• H2 query: C keeps a list L2 of tuples (τ , r2). Whenever
A makes a query on H2(τ), if the request has been
previously queried, the corresponding value in L2 will
be returned. Otherwise, C chooses r2∈{0,1}l and returns
it.

• H3 query: C keeps a list L3 of tuples (Epac, r1, v).
Whenever A makes a query on H3 (Epac, r1), if the
request has been previously queried, the corresponding
value in L3 will be returned. Otherwise, C chooses v∈ Z∗

p

and returns it.
• Key extract query: Suppose that A has made the H1 query

with the UAV IDU and SDP controller IDC , where IDU

is the aggregate identity with challenge-response of UAV.
Note that if these two identities equal to IDn, C cannot
calculates the private keys and declares it a failure. Then
C calculates SKU = sc−1G and SKC = scG. Finally, C
returns SKU and SKC to A.

• Signcrypt query: Once upon receiving the query with
IDj

U , IDC , and a packet pac, C calculates SKU if
IDj

U ̸= IDn. Then pac is encrypted and signed to
A. Otherwise, C can calculate SKC . Then C randomly
selects v∈ Z∗

p and W∈ G1 to derive r1, r2, and E. If a
tuple (Epac, r1, v

′) and v′ ̸= v exists in L3, then C selects
v and W again until no such a tuple in L3.

• Unsigncrypt query: Once upon receiving the query with
IDj

U , IDC , and a ciphertext Dpac, C returns response to
A. For the case IDC = IDn, C returns invalid ciphertext
to A. However, if A has got an answer v from C
by making H3 query, then C fails. Otherwise, C can
calculate SKC and r1 to check the existence of the tuple
(Epac, r1, v) in L3. If so, C recovers v and calculates
τ . If the L2 does not exist the tuple (τ , ·), C randomly
selects τ ′ and r2 and stores them in a tuple. Afterwards,
C derives Dpac and sends it to A.

Challenge: A outputs two plaintexts pac1 and pac2 , the
identities IDU and IDC . If IDC is queried in the key extract
query, C fails. Otherwise, C randomly selects β∈{0,1}, v∈
Z∗
p. Finally, C sets W ∗ = aG and returns pacβ’s challenge

ciphertext σ∗ = (E∗
pacβ

, v∗,W ∗) to A.
Phase 2: After receiving the σ∗, A is allowed to make

queries in the phase 1. However, it cannot make the key extract
query with IDC and the make the unsigncrypt query with
IDU and IDC to σ∗.

Guess: A outputs β′ as its answer. If β′ = β, C outputs R
= e(G,G)abc as the solution to the MDBDH problem.

Suppose that A can make maximum qHi times Hi queries
(i = 1, 2, 3), qke times key extract queries, qH3

times signcrypt
queries, qus times unsigncrypt queries. Since σ∗ is generated
randomly by C, A cannot provide any advantage. However, A
has a non-negligible advantage ϵ to recognize the challenge is
incorrect. For C, the probability that it rejects a valid ciphertext
in unsigncrypt query is 1−( 2

k−1
2k

)qus⩽ qus

2k
. Then, C would

continue the simulation in the following situations:
1) S1: A does not make an key extract query with the IDn

in the challenge phase. Then, Pr[S1] = qH1
−qk

qH1
.

2) S2: The identities chosen by A satisfy IDU ̸= IDn and
IDC = IDn. Then, Pr[S2] = 1

qH1
−qk

.
Therefore, the probability that C can get the answer of

MDBDH problem given by A is

Pr[S1 ∧ S2] = (
qH1

− qk
qH1

)(
1

qH1
− qk

) =
1

qH1

,

and A has a non-negligible advantage ϵ, the probability C can
solve the MDBDH problem is

Pr
[
C(G, aG, bG, cG, c−1G)|a, b, c ∈ Z∗

p

]
⩾

[
ϵ+ 1

2

(
1− qus

2k

)
− 1

2

]
1

qH1

=
ϵ(2k − qus)− qus

qH1
2k+1

.

Hence, C can solve the MDBDH problem with a non-
negligible probability. However, this is contrary to the Defini-
tion 2. Hence, the proposed BAZAM realizes confidentiality.

Theorem 2 (Unforgeability): Assume that the MBDH as-
sumption holds, then BAZAM is existential unforgeability
against adaptive chosen-message attacks.

Proof : Suppose that an adversary A is able to break the
unforgeability of BAZAM with a non-negligible probability ϵ,
then a challenger C has the ability to solve the MBDH problem
in an expected time by interacting with A. C maintains the
lists: Li(i = 1, 2, 3) for query and response pairs to random
oracle Hi.

Initial: C submits the system parameters to A with spk =
sskG, where ssk is the master key that is unknown to C.

Attack: A is able to adaptively query for various oracles.
C answers the queries as in Theorem 1.

Forgery: A outputs the forged the packet pac and the
identity IDU . If a valid tuple (pac, IDU ) is output, C employs
the forking lemma in the literature [44]: If A can output
a valid signature tuple within time t with a advantage ϵ ⩾
10(qus)(qus+qH3

)qH1

2k−1
, the expected time that C can get two valid

signature tuples is less than 120686 2kqH3
qH1

t

ϵ(2k−1)
.

After obtaining two signature tuples ((pac, IDU ), v,W )
and ((pac, IDU ), v

′,W ′), where v ̸= v′, another machine
C′ has control over the machine obtained from A replacing
interaction with the UAV by simulation and gains the two valid
signature tuples. C′ calculates bc−1G = (v′ − v)−1(W −W ′).
Then C′ can derive e(G,G)abc

−1

= e(aG, bc−1)G.
Hence, C can solve the MBDH problem with a non-

negligible probability. However, this is contrary to the Def-
inition 1. Therefore, the proposed BAZAM realizes unforge-
ability.

Resistance of replay attack: In this attack, an adversary
performs a replay attack by replaying formerly received legal
messages. Nevertheless, since the SPA packet generated when
the UAV initiates an authentication request includes nonce
number N and timestamp Ts, the SDP controller will assess
whether the packet has been replayed based on Ts of the
current message. Therefore, the BAZAM scheme can resist
reply attacks.

Perfect forward secrecy: An adversary has the ability to
successfully steal the private/public key pairs of the UAVs.
It cannot obtain the keys of any previous authentication due
to the response Ri and ssk corresponding to generating
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these keys. Consequently, the BAZAM scheme ensures perfect
forward secrecy.

Perfect backward secrecy: In the proposed scheme, even if
an adversary manages to guess the current private key, it will
not compromise the security of the next authentication. This
is because once the reputation value falls below the threshold
Rh, the UAV is required to register with the KGC each time
it submits an access request. Furthermore, even if the private
key is obtained, it is difficult for adversary to compute k2 and
decrypt the plaintext.

UAV physical capture attack: In the UAV registration pro-
cess, suppose a UAV Uj is physically captured by an adversary,
and then its identity is extracted in the memory. However,
the adversary cannot derive the private/public key pair due to
the unknown master key and a random nonce Rj . Moreover,
there are distinct and independent for the deployed UAV
since PUF challenge and response pair (Cj ,Rj) are randomly
generated. Hence, the revealed data does not help in obtaining
the key pair. Therefore, the BAZAM scheme can prevent UAV
physical capture attacks due to its reliance on the intrinsic
physical variations within the integrated circuit chip, which
determines the outputs of the PUF challenge and response
pairs.

UAV traceability: After successful registration, the SDP con-
troller stores the true identities of the UAVs in the blockchain
database. During the authentication process, the SDP con-
troller also promptly updates UAVs’ identities and reputation
values. If a UAV fails authentication multiple times, the SDP
controller can query its reputation value in the blockchain
based on its identity and decide whether to accept subsequent
authentication requests from the UAV.

VI. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we carry out experiments to assess the
performance of BAZAM, including computation overhead,
communication overhead, and storage overhead.

A. Experimental Settings

This section presents the performance timings of various
cryptographic primitives, leveraging the widely-acknowledged
“Pairing-Based Cryptography Library (PBC)” with the Type A
curve. The PBC is a C based programming software library,
designed to perform mathematical operations for pairing-based
encryption systems. We evaluate the computation time for
various cryptographic primitives via experiments. Let Tad1,
Tmu1, Tmu2, Tex, Tbp, and Th denote the notations of point
addition in G1, point multiplication in G1, point multiplication
in G2, exponentiation operations in G2, bilinear pairing, and
hash operations, respectively.

The entire experiments have been done over version of
PBC 0.5.14 in a virtual machine of Ubuntu 16.04 hosted on
VMware Workstation 15 Pro. In this platform, we executed
each cryptographic primitive for 1000 times and considered
the average run time for each cryptographic primitives from
these 1000 runs. Then we have Tad1 ≈ 0.005 ms, Tmu1 ≈
0.926 ms, Tmu2 ≈ 0.003 ms, Tex ≈ 0.098 ms, Tbp ≈ 0.757
ms, and Th ≈ 0.003 ms.
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Fig. 4. Computation cost of different entities in various schemes (in ms).

B. Computation Overhead

We have compared the proposed scheme with state-of-the-
art schemes of Wisse et al. [45], Feng et al. [46], Chaudhry
et al. [47], and Khan et al. [48]. The specific computational
cost of each entity and total computational cost in different
schemes are shown in Table II. Considering the authentication
process, it highlights the computational cost of BAZAM and
other schemes. In BAZAM, UAV and SDP controller need
to perform 3Tbp + 2Th + 2Tex and 4Tbp + 2Th + 2Tex

operations, respectively, which yields a total cost of 5.703ms.
In BAZAM, the UAV sends its resource access request packet
to the SDP controller for cryptographic processing and ver-
ification. Therefore, the most time-consuming phase is the
encryption and signing processing of packets by UAV. In Wisse
et al.’s [45] scheme, the authenticity of broadcast messages
emitted by UAV is verified by an observer. During the identity
authentication process, both the signatures generated by the
UAV and the ciphertext recovered by observers require 13
Tex operations. In Feng et al.’s [46] scheme, two pairs of
elliptic curve encryption/decryption algorithms are employed
in the authentication process. In Chaudhry et al.’s [47] and
Khan et al.’s [48] schemes, the UAV is required to authenticate
with another UAV by sharing the secret keys. Then more
Tmu1 operations are needed than our proposed scheme. It
is worth noting that since zero-trust networks are required
to continuously authenticate UAVs, the comparison overhead
only considers a single authentication of the UAV. From the
Fig. 4, it indicates that BAZAM is more computational cost-
effective than the other schemes.

C. Communication Overhead

As the length of the message varies depending on the task,
only the authentication-related communication overloads are
computed. As shown in Table III, to evaluate communication
overheads, we consider that the sizes of the element in G1,
element in G2, element in Zp, identity, digest of hash function,
plaintext/ciphertext, and timestamp are |G1| = 128 bytes, |G2|
= 128 bytes, |Zp| = 20 bytes, |ID| = 20 bytes, |H| = 32
bytes, |m|/|E| = 20 bytes, and |T | = 20 bytes. “-” indicates
that the entity has no associated overhead. In BAZAM, the
communication overhead mainly stems from querying the
reputation of the UAV and verifying the correctness of the
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TABLE II
COMPARISON BETWEEN THE PROPOSED SCHEME AND EXISTING SCHEMES OF COMPUTATION OVERHEAD

Scheme UAV Authentication Device

BAZAM 3Tbp + 2Th + 2Tex ≈ 2.473 ms 4Tbp + 2Th + 2Tex ≈ 3.23 ms

Wisse et al. [45] 2Tbp + 2Th + 13Tex + 3Tmu1 + 2Tmu2 ≈ 5.578 ms 3Tbp + 13Tex ≈ 3.545 ms

Feng et al. [46] 3Tmu1 + Tad1 ≈ 2.783 ms 3Tmu1 + Tad1 + 2Tbp + Th ≈ 4.3 ms

Chaudhry et al. [47] 5Tmu1 + 2Tad1 + 3Th ≈ 4.649 ms 5Tmu1 + 2Tad1 + 3Th ≈ 4.649 ms

Khan et al. [48] 7Tmu1 + Tad1 + 3Th ≈ 6.496 ms 7Tmu1 + Tad1 + 3Th ≈ 6.496 ms

TABLE III
COMPARISON BETWEEN THE PROPOSED SCHEME AND EXISTING SCHEMES OF COMMUNICATION OVERHEAD

Scheme UAV Authentication Device

BAZAM |G1| + |Zp| + |H| 4|ID| + |m| + 3|Zp|
Wisse et al. [45] 7|G1| + 3|G2| + |m| -

Feng et al. [46] 2|G1| + 2|Zp| + 2|m| + |ID| + |E| 2|G1| + |Zp|
Chaudhry et al. [47] |G1| + |Zp| + |ID| + 2|H| + 2|T | |G1| + |Zp| + |ID| + |H| + |T |
Khan et al. [48] |G1| + |Zp| + |ID| + |H| + |T | |G1| + |Zp| + |ID| + |H| + |T |
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Fig. 5. Communication cost of different entities in various schemes (in byte).

packet information sent by the UAV to determine its identity.
The communication overhead in Wisse et al.’s [45] scheme is
totally produced from the UAV. The UAV is required to send
the signature and message to the observer. On the receiving
side, the observer extracts the message and parses the signature
to directly authenticate the UAV and verify its contents.
In Feng et al.’s [46] scheme, the UAV sends ciphertext to
the authentication device. If parsing of the elements of the
ciphertext verifies a successful formula, then the UAV will
be authenticated and the connection will be established. In
Chaudhry et al.’s [47] scheme, the UAV sends information
including identity and timestamp, etc., for mutual authentica-
tion. Similarly, UAV sends a tuple consisting its identity and
timestamp to the authentication device in Khan et al.’s [48]
scheme. From the Fig. 5, the communication cost of BAZAM
is similar or less to those of some related schemes. In addition,
in the zero-trust network, the SDP gateway defaults to rejecting
all access requests. Only after the UAV is authenticated, the
SDP gateway establishes a connection with the UAV, thus
minimizing the attack surface and greatly reducing the network
security risk. Therefore, BAZAM provides better security and
functionalities than related schemes.
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D. Storage Overhead

We assess the additional storage overhead encompassing
certain system security parameters and essential cryptographic
keys. The storage overhead comparison is shown in Fig. 6. The
UAV in BAZAM needs to store identity IDi

U , public/ private
key pair (PKi

U , SKi
U ), and public key PKC of SDP controller

in the memory. It is worthy noting that the challenge is input
to generate its public/ private key pair without additional
storage. In addition, the reputation value is stored on the
blockchain, reducing the UAV’s storage overhead. The UAV
in Wisse et al.’s [45] scheme has a storage cost of public
group key (1300 bytes) and private key (404 bytes) since
the parameters are complex. Similarly, the UAV in Feng et
al.’s [46] scheme requires to store its identity, public/ private
key pair, and public key of authentication device. Besides,
the challenge Ci (20 bytes) also is needed to be stored in
the UAV’s memory. In Chaudhry et al.’s [47] scheme, the
UAV stores its own identity, public and private keys, and
its certificate (20 bytes), as well as the identity and public
key of the ground station server in the memory. In Khan
et al.’s [48] scheme, the public/ private key pair, identity,
certificate (128 bytes, which differs from that of Chaudhry et
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Fig. 7. Comparison of storage cost versus the UAV number (in byte).

al.’s [47] scheme), and signature (20 bytes) are stored in the
UAV’s memory for authentication. The relationship between
the storage overhead and the UAV number is shown in Fig. 7.
We observe that the storage overhead increases with the UAV
number increasing. As one can observe, the storage overhead
of the Wisse et al.’s [45] scheme is much higher than that
of the other schemes. The storage overhead of BAZAM is
not significantly different from that of the other schemes.
However, with the increasing number of authenticated UAVs,
due to the necessity of regenerating parameters for each UAV,
the storage costs of the Feng et al.’s [46] and Khan et al.’s [48]
schemes gradually exceed those of BAZAM. It is worth noting
that the storage cost in Chaudhry et al.’s [47] scheme remains
the smallest. This is becaused that the private key of UAV in
[47] is a random number (20 bytes). However, it is generated
based on the identity and challenge value of UAV in BAZAM.
This approach aligns better with the characteristics of UAVs
and provides higher security than [47]. Additionly, although
BAZAM has more storage overhead compared to Chaudhry
et al.’s [47] scheme, the communication and computation
overhead in it are much higher compared to ours. Hence, in
terms of the computation capabilities of UAVs, and storage
and communication overheads, BAZAM demonstrates strong
competitiveness than the existing authentication schemes for
UAVs.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this article, we have investigated the identity authentica-
tion in multi-UAV wireless networks and present a blockchain-
assisted zero-trust authentication scheme, called BAZAM. The
introduction of zero-trust model emphasizes authentication and
authorization at every step in the network. The blockchain is
integrated to build mutual trust between different entities of the
zero-trust network and to protect the UAV information from
tampering. This scheme also authenticates the UAV by en-
crypting and signing its access request. Once authenticated, its
request can be processed correspondingly. Moreover, BAZAM
shows good performance in comparison with the other existing
UAV authentication schemes in terms of computation, commu-
nication, and storage overheads. The future work could be to
consider recording all the authentication processes of UAVs in
the distributed blockchain, ensuring the safety and efficiency of

authentication while realizing traceability and full transparency
of UAV authentication.
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