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Malware classification using statistical techniques
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Abstract

Ransomware such as WannaCry is a global issue and methods to defend against malware attacks are im-
portant. We have to be able to classify the malware types efficiently in order to minimize the damage
from malwares. This study makes models to classify malware properly with various statistical techniques.
Several classification techniques such as logistic regression, random forest, gradient boosting, and support
vector machine are used to construct models. This study also helps us understand key variables to classify

the type of malicious software.
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4L 2 e £ &F2 7, g DS 2R I E=Y AAG Al
test(https://www.av-test.org/en/statis tics/malware)o] W= 2013d T HE] /‘H 229
of WAgo] BAHOR GO 2016dENE F 120,00000074¢] AL o4 AxE o]} 2
Ao nE HT pole] AR} RE TEg Aol BRI Ao] BARCE BT Aol
2 =EolMe o dlolHuteld e o 03}04 TEHE LR s o 2ZEH S
@< spoetazt dirh ZlEole 24 AAT O]%TSVWr (Dahl 5, 2013), A=E 9§ 7|4
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é‘% (Friedman, 2002; Ridgeway, 2007), A& WE 7|7 (Cortes®?} Vapnik, 1995), JAFZ A+
(Brieman %, 1984)°0]H o|&8-& stds}7] $13}e] 22} P& (confusion matrix)S ©]-&3fe] HF =2
B2 Alaskdoh =8 2 BYoA ARREH= AP R4S A AiAe a2 BHEE 27 (cross
validation error) gt o]-838to] 7P A& A5 WA 7= B4E A5
2 e e 22 AR FAEdn 23olA s ARl tie A
A PP A JJré of tiafiAl Arstn, 373l 471E
ARA9 0w FAo) AW T vpAT 4ol A 2EF B wael aA el BhlAl Doluw o)
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2.2. A=l 2o

HolEt & #5x F ¥ A stde 4o} gk A WAl AL me Y Ax TEZ 7)Ao
2 W@ste] 16052 FAE HEX 3HI2 23 bytes 3L o]r] (Figure 2.1), F WAl 522 o} 412
Zols 248 H9%} asme 2 SHYolth (Figure 2.2). o F 744 54 AFE oA m2 1ol

AR 229 Folo] AYREA} 18 B0, 1 oY Tme] YFUAL
85Tk oINW AUAe] THE EALS F2T BAFE AL AW BAolg La, 4y
EE AR 82 AHOA B4 7Hesithe A ol et F =Y PR} EAE el el
A} o] 2-H T (Choi 5, 2014).
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OPCODE OPRAND

Figure 2.2. A sample of asm file.

Bytes 3+ WA A#E W 34 Address FE3 DATA 202 349 A& AT 4 Ut} o]&9]
242} ojul sk ke ThEs 2k,

e Address: 3}do] A3 (run)== F425 on|gic].

e DATA: 16342 £35H = A3 Ho]& 7} address ' 16H}0|EQ] & FAAHTH

Asm 4L A3 3} (Portable Executable; PE) 2 FE A Y= = 39 3 2]S Interactive Disassem-
bler (IDA) &< ©]839 A& o] T=& P43 L2, IA o33 22 TAHLZ o]FofF 5

e Section: Table 2.1 Z11.

o Address: o] AT = FA4

]
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Table 2.1. Structure of section

text: T2 ‘@% -r]?If_J_
Ak

rdata: 7] AR W ( A, C++ 7H3E4)
data: 27|34 x% W (01 7], 27 7}s)
Section .edata: Exportd AIP A E (DLLOA 2 AHE)

.idata: Importd DLL¥} 71 API A&
asre: 2lAa2 #E dlolH
reloc: 718 Auix] A= (DLLAIA F2 AL

Table 2.2. Statistics of the number of rows of files

Min Q1 Median Mean Q3 Max
bytes file 2,560 15,104 75,840 81,002 146,432 963,584
asm file 204 5,287 56,769 307,596 200,804 3,850,497

e DATA: Byte FA]9] tlo]EH|Z 16742 A= o]
e OPCODE: AAIE Hel+ T2 axEdold] FFutds 2 ste FEolth
e OPRAND: &=ollA] 2JA1 8 W&ol thst Al ALgreleta B & Ut

% 5hd BE gole FEE 0094 FF7HA 167149] £42 T4 vlol= Y42 253
£ 4 gtk £8 % 5k mEo) Aol AldEt Fa7k BE 7o) 90w asm e
A B4R Solol ol 4518 AFSHeA) OPCODES F9) 4t 4 9lch &
azEdol7t HEAo AWSAL ThE TEohe thed YEHE 1Eg £
FEIE o] A5 e AclTh AANE T QS Bl Bl §ET U4 AP PHE 258004
olojx = W4 4% ol 71%s o] Yk

2.3. Oolgl 5%

“ot azESoE AW A3 o viFET Y 1 2 BAL Poie ol Hlojeist 53]
I (599 ol ) 31 90 AL o oy Lol ol &

& 2ol $ole U AN A% HoR WYEAY, s Aeken R4S EBA57) dEdY
t} (Kaggle, https://www.kaggle.com/c/malwar e-classification).” ©] Q8%
7o) 4R ) YEor o5 oM TR IS Wolaty] S wiedt At

ArEo] Qith ARAA dFAxe] A7 Fo] Adetthe A, FE3)er] £ FE
= 20% Fo] LEFE A= ALE AT 5 3tk

Table 2.32 =l oF o= FY P4 EXE AW 2Foty. B2 FHFE AHEGS o)
bytes IU2 75,840 &, asm IUL 56,769 £ S 2L AL £ 4 drh oA Zaf <ok 19k A
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Table 2.3. Class of response variables

Name Class  Type Description
A= ABAES A AFH € 22IHCE 70 FE F3
Ramnit 1 Worm
72 0§
. . AFElol 314 FE H AU AY AFE AN AR 5A 552 774,
Lollipop 2 Trojan  _ o -
ZRIOF R EE FAEE B3 T4
) BE R Ao Aujel o3 FA Fete g Alxder 34, FuA
Kelihos_ver3 3 Botnet .
2ol HE 29 BE 27
— Ezol Buht 9 g6, g4 B9, U= +4 As, & 944
Vundo 4 Trojan _ P
2ZES AF 3
. Alagl Heto] AAE Zel 2 s A7 HE6H7] 4A HE vd 52, A
Simda 5  Backdoor =
AE 2 AFEHE 5A
. A% Z2 3L o) &5t AATE AAGFES FE. NI AR F2,
Tracur 6 Trojan oo
PC A% A%H Hxx 3407 &8
Kelihos_verl 7 Botnet Class 333 §-AF
Obfuscator.ACY 8 Trojan 24 A AFZE A 7R PR L AZEY
. A AFE] ARE SASAA AL, the Y 22E ]qe Rigd
Gatak 9 Trojan C =

Ho
il
f“v
é
1'\11
N g

2

t}*Z =. key generatorl} software crack< T}

Frequency of Malware Class
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0

Figure 2.3. Barplot of malware class.

Figure 232 A2 $AUH obF 744 whg W5e MESE e eizmch oAl WA 18 )
G ‘Simda'ehe olB9] oY azEGOZt 42709 AEE A AL B 4 Utk BB TAR
o B34 o o U] dE) Sinde AT YA 242 AR,

el B ghe] 77791 499} st Ao ThE A9E AASGD WS W FAAN L5 s
A s ﬂlﬂﬁ}%iﬂ}.

2.5. Y& ME 2PA

2.5.1. N-gram J|¥ N-gramo] 2 E-52] o] B39l 3t vhioz
FE= 7ol A& Eo] ‘DATA EH= ©@olE 2-gramoZ s
2oz FoRth & &8 713 EXEY NEFE o83t ol

AA8E 54 dol no & 1}
Z+ DA, AT, TA, & A &
T FAEE A S &

=

ot & n

=22
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Table 2.4. Pre-treatment of data sets

A e 27 9 ol # of obs
Simda (Class 5) dlolg 7 Aol R P S Agtstr] oy B¢ 42
bytes file g ) BE Frol 77 B¢ 8
asm file Format o] PE(Portable Executable) 7} old AS 54
(¢l: Format©] binary file £+ & & = F-%)
other ol W & Al L 77} ‘/]"* ‘Cl" 3
Total 107
# of word

Frequency
3e+09 4e+09 5e+09
| | |

2e+09
|

-~~~ Cutoffline

1e+09
|

ol
R s e et e S U S O U U TR
8
word
Figure 2.4. Barplot of 1-gram.
2oz &5 P9 dHolHE £A4T ol =2 AR o] o 2z ESOE E‘Zlﬂﬂ Skl
£ o] &3l= S| (Santos 5, 2009) A|oks] o] gom H AT A Wol o]&H

1™

Q& 71%elth Bytes 3142 wlolEl 1624(00,01,...,99,AA, ... FF)2 Ed9+ 9yoise
EZFsEAL Qlek. o17]oA] 1byte(00~FF)7} @ ©9jo]7] wj&ol| 1-gramE 1byte2 7+F3te] ARg-ghr}.
webA l-gramg 7|E2 2 A8 E VethE 005 FF7HA] & 25671219] Wol7l viehd 4 itk
T3t bytes 2} FAHYS ) AP WHAES 16752 Bt HAM 277 24T o) 5
Asl= 277 A3 7] w2l o]& 5 F 257714 l-gram FEo] 7155t o] 257709 FE
o] Zk 5k WollA AAeh= vlEe AN Foll, 2 oA 147 Fo3 e AEsr] fef 24k &
A (ANOVA)& AAISITE (Ho t pn = -+ = pa = pg = -+ = po). L A3} F 164709 o7} 72
TF 0.05004 258 Apolo] IS Rtk A 5 it
FEle TA] 22H8 08 Hg AEEy] SeiA 28 RIETE 0] 8313lth Bytes 3LolA 25 &
e o WSS YRS ul 15709 ¥ 0|22 54 37t A Tadhe Ag B #
Arh. T3 2 YERs A9 15719] g BE B4 B4 A wf¢ fofsitta vehs Heg
2 e F oA BFE APE W 15708 HF 942 A3 (cut off: 60,000,000).

Iu ¥, oX
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Entropy distribution by malware class

---- malware entropy median
normal software entropy range

©
T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 6 74 8 9

Class

Figure 2.5. Boxplot of entropy value.

2.5.2. IEST|(Entropy) ~ AEZ3 2 BHo] G el HEZ AE=E golth o= MY
@lEE»J(Shannon s Entropy) 2L 229 ofele} 2L 4410 o) Al4kd 4 Ak,

ZP e log, P(i)

P(i)E 7t ol EES onlsta, JERS g2 ( )¢} log, P(1)9] w9 oz dE = 9tk =
2 AEZT e 7Hvke A2 “H‘%]' AR YehU= gEo] Zal BE AM 257t 753 2
HAoks AL oujsith. dEZT Flo] 52 AZEYEL HH(HAL Y& I=E 4Fe = AF
S AA+= AYPLE AR ZEE FHoske AS WSttt ek o AZEQOE 24T w] F
2 AR W olthE A7 ol A= o AZE ol A4 Az E o) v]s] =2 AEZT]
S 7HATH (Kwon 5, 2012). o] 52 ¢453ld =212 (Han 5, 2009)0|} 2AZEo]5e] &
78 Wk (Lyda2} Hamrock, 2007)3= dlol] A5 o] SHBZ oA Az E0]e] FAITSE HA3=

n)

2 =2 o m]o N
= o =
°|i°

A 29 4 et

FoA A7 oA FHP2EE AEZIES AASE A3} Figure 2.5 22 EXE uz= 7L dog
F A F Jok Qo= A Z=of vis] 2 e VA FadE Bl a7 EAjskeE S
2 & gttt wEbA $2]& bytes 3t9ES] 1-gram AEZST] hZ Al4bsto] W42 ARSI

2.5.3. MM 0|2 (section name) 2] 94 Table 2.104 A o]FS AHHE ST AA o]&
< asm L] 7P HRENA Al Th mEbA asm 34 ] AR GollA T o] AR dES F
Sotd S¥d ZE A olg5E —%—%@’ T 3tk AA o]F2 AY hde] £4& vEhy] wE
of o1l o] 25 o] Wol SAFEAL oFF FRATE oI Fol usrcsl ol ek AHE A%
= Adoln rdatas ¢17] A82] HEHY o7t TS W Uehte Aldolt 3tde] A A
wEbA A o] Fo] ARAskE HlEo] TRl 77 S-Sk ol5 % thYst] w2l WIEsE ]85tk
HTE AT £3 NEsE Aoji A3 8WA 9K e AA| tlolEellA] °F 10,0007] o] 3t=
HE7 gojzle Ae 1T = Atk AAl ghdo] oF 1% 7H37] w2l HA A48 e] sHTh 22
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Table 2.5. Frequency of section name

Name HEADER text .data .idata
Frequency 148,438 2.83e+08 1.28e+-09 4,182,869
Name .ISrC .reloc .rdata
Frequency 17,992 10,296,525 225,991

M e A4 ol EE ASH o meb Selt A9 NESE AT TS A4 ol2S MR
A A3t

2.5.4. A2 Ho| X|A|0f Asm Qo= HEE FYshe 9l Qo] 2R3 7[2A QA A A ojEo]
t}. YRbAO = db, dw, dd, dq, dt7} EA5tH ol 247 ulelE, Y&, HEHE, HEHE, 104t
E(Hs 27 &) E 7HALE A& £ ‘stat dw 117 o)g= Z =7} 29 g,lr/}tﬂ o= AR =2}
11& statgh= W5l = 2718 A9stehe Wizt 2 Aojth. o]§2 W3R % 3 47t of
d HeE AT uf AFSEE AAolE ot metA] o] AAJojE o] ZHA= Z7] Thjol wet AE 5
Je W 2719 W7 vEH AAE - e FH =3 thFeitth. oA ol EXFE dbe 1Hbo]E
o] A B EA7F AR 7Esoty dwe 19EE 1] B 2709 B3 A By 2=z A%
2 4 At meA] ofd 3dg AR ] A4S RSk Aetd 2 ek Fe vhek A9
gtdo] AL oW & v E T3S AW Aot (ThA] TeiA B HeE 28 E 3 5
ATHA ) 4e] 2 S8l 2 Zolth A2l dgAxe] A AZE o= AR LobR
A £ FEF AL HPE = T2 Foe A7 B w2l o] A5 T3 Ay 7P =
ATt "‘Xﬂi =55 FEHE%S uf db, dw, dd7t 43e] =2 WI=E Bt dqot dte] 4

Fi29 stdolA W7t 00l 77k jhell 77 wlEel IA AL VX

= BgolA Zﬂﬂl?ﬂﬁir/‘r. E3 AES S AAEE AAole] T& AT tE & Atk AE Lot
Pt weba] FAF BA4E o835t ZF A o] B 9 Aol E ARG

rdata, .data)ollA] 7] w2l slF A Al AAlol] 2H WNES S HPEE AT

O

th

lr

2.5.5. Opcode M AZEgo] FAE A (Runwal 5, 2012)0A4= A8 m1do] FojS uf
opcodeA ME S Abete] AAF Az E o9l oby i&E%M% THsHE 29 viEZ BYg AA
Ytk 5 opcoded] WIESE AZEY O] EAL vkdshet] o] §2 5 JOBE o]F W R w0

oH iiE%ﬂ 5ol o8-8tz gt

oF 1%k 7o b2+ EE asm 3t9ol| 5748H= opcodeE F2317] SaiA BE 5+Y
AL E7Fssttt. 18y opcodeZt asm 34D ol A [ARRE 92
¥ 71535] w2 dld 2AE 53] training setol] EA)sh=

R2E opcodeE FEoI3tt. 1 AX
24,25471¢] A& e opcode’t FEFH 3 oH %X}ﬁii B BS54 aZEY] 1F
w2}l 7 opcodeZt F-ol A ERIS) BYTE (Ho = pn = -+ = pa = pg = -+ = o). w4 2% F
24,254719] opcode FlAl 5,2417]2] opcode”} Tr-J 5 0.055 7|E2 2 FO3HA UEtg o o] 5

oA 2] &E (p-value) o] 00l +H3h= 9] 198742 AFE 53t

FeE EF NEFE o8t 2348 g A APk Figure 2.6 24,254702] opcodes &
oA L NIEFE 7H A9 50719 opeode RIE Z2E|zo|t}. oF 247]9] opcodeEo] 53] & WK
2 AT Qlon B4 AJQ o] EHE MiEsr) fAs WelA= AL B 4 9th (cut off: 1,000,000).
=3 A9 247) opcode FollA 18719] opcodeEo] EAHEAoA folFomg AF SH3H= op-
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Table 2.6. A sample of opcode selected by the ANOVA

aaa aad aam aas aBe adc aJ align aMhhh and
arg0 arg-4 arg-8 arg_C arpl assume aVyv bound bt bts
call cdq cle cld cli cmce cmp cmpsb cmpsd Cmpsw
Count cwde daa das dec Dest div Dst end ends
M # of opcode

Frecuency
4e+07
|

---- Cutoffline

2et07
|

opcode
Figure 2.6. Barplot of opcode.

Figure 2.7. Opcode subset selected.

codert 2ZES o] §3 ool e At Waeky B 4 YL Aok Al WA WES =
S 247 opcode % 187]2] opcode”} S|~ HE Fo3l Apo] & Hormz Z=H elF 187 opcode
=48 W4 A B AME AR E A et th29] Table 2.73 2t}

(z



860 Sungmin Won, Hyunjoo Kim, Jongwoo Song

Table 2.7. Variable descriptions to be extracted per one observation

Category Type Description f of var Source
Response Class Z5(14,69) vle WS4 ZE 1
1-gram —),\—5(]?—703(0 1, A) g W HF vl 15 Bytes
Entropy FAB (L) A4t Fx 1 Bytes
Explanatory Section Name FAY(AF) AR o] 29 W 7 Asm
Directive FAY(AHF) AN o] SH W 13 Asm
Opcode TAY (A=) EA W=y 18 Asm

Table 3.1. The proportion of training to test set

Class

Data Total
1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9

Train 1,226 1,979 2,349 362 600 309 970 810 8,605

Test 307 495 588 91 151 78 243 203 2,156

Total 1,533 2,474 2,937 453 751 387 1,213 1,013 10,761

Table 3.2. Confusion matrix of polychotomous logistic regression

Predicted class error.
1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 rate
1 196.50 6.98 61.98 2.91 2.80 5.44 15.28 15.11 0.3599
2 8.20 434.70 20.48 0.39 0.69 1.09 20.43 9.02 0.1218
3 0.12 0.00 586.06 0.04 0.32 0.23 0.57 0.66 0.0032
Actual 4 0.02 0.00 38.02 51.91 0.01 0.92 0.01 0.11 0.4296
class 6 1.46 0.09 37.79 0.68 95.01 0.80 5.44 9.73 0.3707
7 0.03 1.41 66.17 0.00 0.00 4.85 0.00 5.54 0.9378
8 10.58 1.11 48.47 2.91 2.99 7.02 162.44 7.48 0.3315
9 5.60 0.09 42.23 0.75 0.77 0.44 0.84 152.28 0.2499

3.1. Cfet 2X|AE 3|7] 2 (Model 1)

o
o

Table 3.2+ T8 2X2H B3-S 100 vHEsto] d2 Hw o4 fdotk. F s S35
3lo] TFE training set3} test set2 8T 22 o] 100 2

th. F#2 1,4, 6,89 AR 1/30] @& A7 AR 2FH AL B & Jon FHa 79 A
F 94% 7 LERE AL &g £ Qlrf. A LEFEL 472.25/2156 = 0.2190°]
st i P ghsol AA ol vls] B2 vl&S AABHA o B HFA| 7] 7]

o] opd & & £ 9t}

o Mo

L
2 o o

e [> Ho o
flo =

o o
o
td

H
2

e}

3.2. Y TYAE D8 (Model 2)

Table 3.3& upa7A| 2 3Y ZTHAE 2L 1003 RS § d& g_i} ao]p}
H XY 2E 2Yo| ATt oA AlgE i AAE B AT

AA test set®] k7 7} 2,156 70 01H R E7H F AR $7H T 47H OlUE 100
QERFES 7.34/2156 = 0.0034t}. oA He| thy 2A~E A nls] gt
B 49ty FS 95 A A U 23 (decision tree)S AE3S uf ThEF 22

= =
Y RS T 4 Yglon AY TAAE BYUTE BRG] Dol AL B 4

I:I-l

(ru

m)«

_\DL

B
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Table 3.3. Confusion matrix of random forest

Predicted class error.
1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 rate
1 306.14 0.00 0.00 0 0.24 0.00 0.62 0.00 0.0028
2 0.00 495.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0000
3 0.00 0.00 588.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0000
Actual 4 0.02 0.00 0.00 90 0.95 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.0110
class 6 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 150.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.0066
7 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.0000
8 2.26 0.00 0.00 0 0.22 0.00 240.52 0.00 0.0102
9 1.98 0.00 0.00 0 0.02 0.00 0.00 201.00 0.0099
Ic—‘iEADER - Cl HEADER 5 o
dgt_rsrc N ;ratéopy_1_gram o
entropy_1_gram @ dot_rsrc =
K00 @ dot_data_dd o
DATA o o L o
dot_data ° iz o
dot_data_db oy cm =
dot_data_dd o X8l a
word o ren o
dot_text dd ] X04 o
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Figure 3.1. Importance variable plot.
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Table 3.4. Confusion matrix of gradient boosting

Predicted class

error.

1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 rate
1 305 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0.0065
2 0 495 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0000
3 0 0 588 0 0 0 0 0 0.0000
Actual 4 0 0 4 85 0 0 0 2 0.0659
class 6 6 0 0 6.15 131 1 4.85 2 0.1325
7 0 0 0 0 0 77.9 0 0.1 0.0013
8 13.8 0 0 0 10.8 1 216.4 1 0.1094
9 1 0 0 0 1 0 6 195 0.0394
Table 3.5. Confusion matrix of Support vector machine
Predicted class error.
1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 rate
1 282.09 6.95 0.16 1.51 0.55 0.52 13.41 1.81 0.0811
2 56.91 391.34 0.01 35.51 1.14 5.59 4.46 0.04 0.2094
3 35.06 1.64 545.82 0.06 1.97 2.54 0.91 0.00 0.0717
Actual 4 1.32 4.06 1.63 75.36 1.59 0.58 5.34 1.12 0.1719
class 6 1.56 5.28 0.08 7.45 129.13 0.00 2.25 5.25 0.1448
7 0.12 2.08 7.98 0.99 1.06 65.76 0.00 0.01 0.1569
8 9.06 2.83 0.28 1.56 1.15 0.70 225.02 2.40 0.0740
9 0.42 2.14 0.00 34.56 8.20 0.00 6.33 151.35 0.2544
Error rate of models with 100 iterations
3
[=] a
g -
=] o
= B —
] — |
= ;
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Figure 3.2. Error rate of models with 100 iterations.
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Table 4.1. Experiment environment

Type Name Specification
OSs Windows 7 Enterprise K
PC CPU Intel(R)Core(TM) i7-4790 3.60GHz
RAM 16.0GB
Program R 64bit, version3.3.2

Table 4.2. Function running time

bytes file asm file Mean time
Start of interval End of interval Mean rows Median rows (sec)
15001 35000 100214 57904 10.937
35001 55000 364987 301067 23.618
55001 75000 521189 452708 37.297
75001 95000 464631 71814 45.687
95001 115000 605968 179972 62.032
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