Talking with Familiar Strangers: An Empirical Study on HTTPS Context Confusion Attacks
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« Triggering conditions: TCP Reset or Connection Timeout

« Mainstream browsers (e.g., Chrome, Firefox) will start the re-hnandshake process
after receiving a Reset signal, instead of terminating the connection directly.
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Types of SCC Attack

To achieve the SCC attack goal, attackers can exploit the flowed HTTP headers of Server B. We
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have found two types of SCC Attacks, which have five subtypes in total. '




