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(54) MALWARE DETECTION THROUGH RUNNING PROCESS LIST MONITORING

(57) A program that causes an information process-
ing apparatus to execute a process, the process includes,
executing a first program using a system including a ker-
nel of an operating system (OS), acquiring a plurality of
first process identifiers respectively indicating a plurality
of first processes executed in the execution of the first
program, executing a second program using the system,
acquiring a plurality of second process identifiers respec-

tively indicating a plurality of second processes executed
in the execution of the second program, executing a sim-
ilarity judgment process in which a similarity between the
first program and the second program is judged by com-
paring the acquired plurality of first process identifiers
and the plurality of second process identifiers, and out-
putting the judged similarity.
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Description

TECHNICAL FIELD

[0001] The embodiments discussed herein are related
to a program, an information processing apparatus and
a method.

BACKGROUND ART

[0002] There are conventional methods of detecting
malware such as a computer virus, a worm, spyware,
and the like that may be illicitly infectious to a device. In
one of malware detection methods, an equality or a sim-
ilarity of a behavior in terms of network address scanning
is compared between software that performs an illicit
process and software under judgment. In another meth-
od, a code is summarized and checked in terms of the
equality to a code of malware. A literature of related tech-
niques can be found, for example, in Japanese Patent
No. 5083760.

SUMMARY

TECHNICAL PROBLEMS

[0003] However, the conventional techniques de-
scribed above have a problem that it is difficult to detect
a lot of various subspecies of malware that may occur
from one piece of malware.
[0004] For example, subspecies of malware can be rel-
atively easily created from original malware by changing
a part, such as an attack target, of the original malware,
and thus a lot of various subspecies of malware occur.
These subspecies of malware are each different in terms
of code and attack targets, and thus it is difficult to detect
them by making a comparison with original malware in
terms of code or a behavior associated with network ad-
dress scanning. Furthermore, to detect these subspecies
of malware, all subspecies of malware have to be col-
lected, which is not easy to achieve.
[0005] In an aspect, it is an object to provide a similarity
judgment program, a similarity judgment method, and an
information processing apparatus, capable of easily de-
tecting a lot of various subspecies of malware.

SOLUTION TO PROBLEM

[0006] According to an aspect of the invention, a pro-
gram that causes an information processing apparatus
to execute a process, the process includes, executing a
first program using a system including a kernel of an op-
erating system (OS), acquiring a plurality of first process
identifiers respectively indicating a plurality of first proc-
esses executed in the execution of the first program, ex-
ecuting a second program using the system, acquiring a
plurality of second process identifiers respectively indi-
cating a plurality of second processes executed in the

execution of the second program, executing a similarity
judgment process in which a similarity between the first
program and the second program is judged by comparing
the acquired plurality of first process identifiers and the
plurality of second process identifiers, and outputting the
judged similarity.

ADVANTAGES EFFECT OF INVENTION

[0007] According to an aspect of the invention, it is pos-
sible to easily detect malware that may occur in a lot of
various derivative forms.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF DRAWINGS

[0008]

FIG. 1 is a block diagram illustrating an example of
a functional configuration of an information process-
ing apparatus according to an embodiment;
FIG. 2 is a diagram illustrating a system environment;
FIG. 3 is a diagram illustrating API call information;
FIG. 4 is a diagram illustrating DLL reading informa-
tion;
FIG. 5 is a diagram illustrating process information;
FIG. 6 is a flow chart illustrating an example of an
operation of an information processing apparatus
according to an embodiment;
FIG. 7 is a diagram illustrating a result output; and
FIG. 8 is block diagram illustrating an example of a
hardware configuration of an information processing
apparatus according to an embodiment.

DESCRIPTION OF EMBODIMENTS

[0009] Referring to drawings, a similarity judgment pro-
gram, a similarity judgment method, and an information
processing apparatus according to embodiments are de-
scribed below. In the embodiments, elements having the
same functions are assigned the same symbols, and du-
plicated descriptions thereof are omitted. Note that the
similarity judgment program, the similarity judgment
method, and the information processing apparatus de-
scribed below with reference to embodiments are given
by way of example but not limitation. Also note that the
embodiments described below may be properly com-
bined as long as inconsistency occurs.
[0010] FIG. 1 is a block diagram illustrating an example
of a functional configuration of an information processing
apparatus according to an embodiment. As illustrated in
FIG. 1, an information processing apparatus 1 is an ap-
paratus configured to accept an input of an original pro-
gram 11A that is software such as malware configured
to perform an illicit process and that is to be used as a
reference in checking. The information processing appa-
ratus 1 also accepts an input of a judgment-target pro-
gram 11B that is a program to be subjected to a judgment
as to whether the program is malware or not. The infor-
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mation processing apparatus 1 compare the judgment-
target program 11B and the original program 11A, and
outputs a judgment result to a display or the like. As for
the information processing apparatus 1, for example, a
PC (Personal Computer) or the like may be used, and
the information processing apparatus 1 includes an input
unit 10, an execution unit 20, a judgment unit 30, an out-
put unit 40, and a storage unit 50.
[0011] The input unit 10 accepts an input of data via
reading the data from a storage medium such as a sem-
iconductor memory, a DVD (Digital Versatile Disk), or the
like or via communication using a communication net-
work such as the Internet. More specifically, the input
unit 10 accepts inputs of the original program 11A and
the judgment-target program 11B. The original program
11A and the judgment-target program 11B are respec-
tively examples of a first program and a second program.
The input unit 10 outputs the accepted original program
11A and the accepted judgment-target program 11B to
the execution unit 20. Furthermore, the input unit 10
stores the original program 11A in the storage unit 50.
[0012] The execution unit 20 is an example of an ac-
quisition unit. The execution unit 20 executes the original
program 11A and the judgment-target program 11B un-
der a system environment of a particular OS (Operating
System) and acquires various kinds of information in the
execution.
[0013] FIG. 2 is a diagram illustrating a system envi-
ronment. As illustrated in FIG. 2, the system environment
200, which executes an application 202 such as the orig-
inal program 11A, the judgment-target program 11B, or
the like, includes a kernel 201 that is a core of the OS,
and a shared library group 203 such as DLL (Dynamic
Link Library). The system environment 200 is provided,
for example, by an OS on the information processing
apparatus 1 or an OS on a virtual machine realized in
the information processing apparatus 1 using a virtual
technique. Note that the OS may be of any type such as
Linux (registered trademark), Windows (registered trade-
mark), or the like.
[0014] The execution unit 20 monitors a system call
during executing the application 202 such as the original
program 11A, the judgment-target program 11B, or the
like, and acquires API call information 51 such as the
type of an API (Application Programming Interface) call
called via a communication with the kernel 201, the
number executions of the call, a calling order, or the like.
The execution unit 20 stores, in the storage unit 50, the
acquired API call information 51 together with identifiers
(for example, program names) indicating the original pro-
gram 11A and the judgment-target program 11B.
[0015] FIG. 3 is a diagram illustrating the API call in-
formation 51. As illustrated in FIG. 3, the API call infor-
mation 51 includes information associated with API calls
in execution of the application 202 in terms of "Times-
tamp", "Thread", "Function", "Arguments", "Status", "Re-
turn", etc.
[0016] "Timestamp" indicates a time of an API call, that

is, a call order. "Thread" indicates a thread of an API call,
and the number of API calls for the same thread indicates
the number of executions of the call. "Function" indicates
a function called by an API call. "Arguments" indicates
an argument of an API call. "Status" indicates a status
(for example, in terms of success/failure) of an API call.
"Return" indicates an address to which an API call is to
return.
[0017] The execution unit 20 also monitors reading of
the shared library group 203 during the execution of the
application 202 such as the original program 11A, the
judgment-target program 11B, or the like, and the exe-
cution unit 20 acquires DLL reading information 52 re-
garding a file group of a shared library read out from the
shared library group 203. The execution unit 20 stores,
in the storage unit 50, the acquired DLL reading informa-
tion 52 together with identifiers (for example, program
names) indicating the input original program 11A and the
judgment-target program 11B.
[0018] FIG. 4 is a diagram illustrating the DLL reading
information 52. As illustrated in FIG. 4, the DLL reading
information 52 is a list of a file group ("GXX32.dll",
"Sxx32.dll",... etc.) read out from the shared library group
203 in the execution of the application 202.
[0019] The execution unit 20 also monitors a process
during the execution of the application 202 such as the
original program 11A, the judgment-target program 11B,
or the like, and acquires process information 53 regarding
the executed process. The execution unit 20 stores, in
the storage unit 50, the acquired process information 53
together with identifiers (for example, program names)
indicating the input original program 11A and the judg-
ment-target program 11B.
[0020] FIG. 5 is a diagram illustrating the process in-
formation 53. As illustrated in FIG. 5, the process infor-
mation 53 is a list of processes in the execution of the
application 202. More specifically, the process informa-
tion 53 includes a process name (such as "yXXXX.exe")
and a process ID (such as "PID: 3333") as process iden-
tifiers, and information indicating a parent process (such
as "Parent PID: 2222") for each process in the execution.
In the list of the processes in the process information 53,
processes are described in the order in which the proc-
esses were executed. Note that the process information
53 may include a hash value (md5) of memory dump of
a process.
[0021] The judgment unit 30 judges a similarity be-
tween the original program 11A and the judgment-target
program 11B based on a result of a comparison between
a code of the original program 11A and a code of the
judgment-target program 11B or a comparison between
information acquired in the execution of the original pro-
gram 11A and information acquired in the execution of
the judgment-target program 11B.
[0022] More specifically, the judgment unit 30 performs
a static analysis to judge the similarity indicating the de-
gree of similarity between codes by comparing the code
of the original program 11A and the code of the judgment-
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target program 11B, and the judgment unit 30 outputs an
analysis result to the output unit 40. The judgment unit
30 also performs a dynamic analysis to judge the simi-
larity between the information acquired in the execution
of the original program 11A and the information acquired
in the execution of the judgment-target program 11B by
comparing them, and the judgment unit 30 outputs an
analysis result to the output unit 40.
[0023] More specifically, the judgment unit 30 com-
pares an API call type, the number of executions of the
API call, or information indicating a call order of first API
calls included in the API call information 51 regarding the
original program 11A with an API call type, the number
of executions of the API call, or information indicating a
call order of first API calls included in the API call infor-
mation 51 regarding the judgment-target program 11B.
The judgment unit 30 then calculates the similarity indi-
cating the degree of similarity between the two pieces of
information by performing scoring based on the equali-
ty/difference between the two pieces of information.
[0024] For example, a difference of subspecific mal-
ware from its original malware is limited to part of the
malware such as an attack target, and thus a content of
an API call is similar to that of the original malware. There-
fore, by determining the similarity of the API call informa-
tion 51 regarding the judgment-target program 11B with
respect to the reference program, that is, the API call
information 51 regarding the original program 11A, it is
possible to easily detect a lot of various subspecies of
malware that may occur from the original program 11A.
For example, in a case where there is a high similarity
(for example, higher than a predetermined value) be-
tween the API call information 51 regarding the judgment-
target program 11B and the API call information 51 re-
garding the original program 11A which is the reference
program, it can be determined that the judgment-target
program 11B is malware.
[0025] Furthermore, the judgment unit 30 compares
the DLL reading information 52 regarding the judgment-
target program 11B with the DLL reading information 52
regarding the original program 11A and performs scoring
based on equality/difference between these pieces of in-
formation thereby calculating the similarity indicating the
degree of similarity between these pieces of information.
[0026] For example, a file of a shared library read out
by the original malware and a file of a shared library read
out by subspecific malware are similar to each other.
Therefore, by determining the similarity between the DLL
reading information 52 regarding the judgment-target
program 11B and the DLL reading information 52 regard-
ing the original program 11A which the reference pro-
gram, it is possible to easily detect a lot of various sub-
species of malware that may occur from the original pro-
gram 11A. For example, in a case where there is a high
similarity (for example, higher than a predetermined val-
ue) between the DLL reading information 52 regarding
the judgment-target program 11B and the DLL reading
information 52 regarding the original program 11A which

is the reference program, it can be determined that the
judgment-target program 11B is malware.
[0027] Furthermore, the judgment unit 30 compares
the process information 53 regarding the judgment-target
program 11B with the process information 53 regarding
the original program 11A and performs scoring based on
equality/difference between these pieces of information
thereby calculating the similarity indicating the degree of
similarity between these pieces of information.
[0028] For example, a process executed by the original
malware and a process executed by subspecific malware
are similar to each other. Therefore, by determining the
similarity between the process information 53 regarding
the judgment-target program 11B and the process infor-
mation 53 regarding the original program 11A which is
the reference program, it is possible to easily detect a lot
of various subspecies of malware that may occur from
the original program 11A. For example, in a case where
there is a high similarity (for example, higher than a pre-
determined value) between the process information 53
regarding the judgment-target program 11B and the proc-
ess information 53 regarding the original program 11A
which is the reference program, it can be determined that
the judgment-target program 11B is malware.
[0029] The judgment unit 30 may compare the process
information 53 regarding the judgment-target program
11B with information indicating a feature obtained by ag-
gregating processes included in the process information
53 regarding a plurality of original programs 11A, and the
judgment unit 30 may output a similarity between the
judgment-target program 11B and the plurality of original
programs 11A.
[0030] More specifically, the judgment unit 30 aggre-
gates the frequency of occurrence of processes included
in the process information 53 regarding the plurality of
original programs 11A and/or aggregates the frequency
of occurrence of processes over the entire plurality of
original programs 11A and thereby determines TF (Term
Frequency)/IDF (Inverse Document Frequency), con-
trast set mining, or the like. The judgment unit 30 then
compares TF/IDF or contrast set mining obtained by ag-
gregating from the process information 53 regarding the
plurality of original programs 11A with the process infor-
mation 53 regarding the judgment-target program 11B,
and outputs the similarity between the plurality of original
programs 11A and the judgment-target program 11B.
[0031] The TF/IDF aggregated from the process infor-
mation 53 regarding the plurality of original programs 11A
indicates a feature specific to malware. Therefore, based
on the comparison with TF/IDF aggregated from the proc-
ess information 53 regarding the plurality of original pro-
grams 11A, it is possible to calculate the similarity em-
phasizing the feature specific to the malware.
[0032] The output unit 40 outputs the similarity, judged
by the judgment unit 30, between the original program
11A and the judgment-target program 11B to a display,
a file, or the like. A user is allowed to determine whether
the judgment-target program 11B is malware or not by
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checking the output similarity.
[0033] The output unit 40 ranks the original programs
11A in the descending order of the similarity (the score)
based on a result of the comparison of the plurality of
original programs 11A with the judgment-target program
11B. Thereafter, the output unit 40 sorts the original pro-
grams 11A in the descending order of the score, and
displays the judged score indicating the similarity with
respect to the judgment-target program 11B for each
original program 11A. This makes it possible for a user
to easily find an original program 11A having a high sim-
ilarity to the judgment-target program 11B from the plu-
rality of original programs 11A.
[0034] Furthermore, the output unit 40 ranks judgment-
target programs 11B in descending order of similarity
(score) based on results of comparisons of a plurality of
judgment-target programs 11B with the original program
11A. The output unit 40 then sorts the judgment-target
programs 11B in descending order of score, and displays
scores indicating similarities determined for the respec-
tive judgment-target programs 11B with respect to the
original program 11A. This allows a user to easily find a
judgment-target program 11B with a high similarity with
the original program 11A from a plurality of judgment-
target programs 11B. In the present embodiment, by way
of example, based on results of comparisons of a plurality
of original programs 11A with the judgment-target pro-
gram 11B, the original programs 11A are sorted in the
order of score and displayed.
[0035] The storage unit 50 is a storage apparatus such
as an HDD (Hard Disk Drive). The storage unit 50 stores
the original program 11A that is the reference program
and the API call information 51, the DLL reading infor-
mation 52, and the process information 53 regarding
each program.
[0036] FIG. 6 is a flow chart illustrating an example of
an operation of the information processing apparatus 1
according to the embodiment. Note that it is assumed
that the original program 11A has been input before the
process is started, and the original program 11A and the
API call information 51, the DLL reading information 52,
and the process information 53 regarding the original pro-
gram 11A have already been stored (acquired) in the
storage unit 50. On the other hand, the judgment-target
program 11B is input when the process is started.
[0037] As illustrated in FIG. 6, when the process is
started, the judgment unit 30 reads out the original pro-
gram 11A from the storage unit 50 and compares the
code of the input judgment-target program 11B with the
code of the read-out original program 11A by using a
difference tool (for example, Diff) (S1).
[0038] Thereafter, based on a result of the comparison
in S1, the judgment unit 30 determines the similarity be-
tween the code of the judgment-target program 11B and
the code of the original program 11A (S2). More specif-
ically, the judgment unit 30 determines a score indicating
the similarity between the codes based on the amount
of difference detected by the difference tool.

[0039] Thereafter, the judgment unit 30 acquires the
API call information 51, the DLL reading information 52,
and the process information 53 regarding the original pro-
gram 11A stored in the storage unit 50 (S3).
[0040] Thereafter, the execution unit 20 executes the
input judgment-target program 11B and acquires the API
call information 51, the DLL reading information 52, and
the process information 53 regarding the judgment-target
program 11B (S4). The execution unit 20 stores the ac-
quired API call information 51, the DLL reading informa-
tion 52, and the process information 53 regarding the
judgment-target program 11B in the storage unit 50 and
also outputs them to the judgment unit 30.
[0041] Thereafter, the judgment unit 30 compares the
API call information 51 regarding the judgment-target
program 11B with the API call information 51 regarding
the original program 11A (S5). Thereafter, the judgment
unit 30 performs scoring based on equality/difference be-
tween these pieces of information and thereby judges
the similarity (the score) between the API call information
51 regarding the judgment-target program 11B and the
API call information 51 regarding the original program
11A (S6).
[0042] In the judgment as to the similarity in S6, the
similarity degree between an N-gram model of the API
call information 51 regarding the judgment-target pro-
gram 11B and an N-gram model of the API call informa-
tion 51 regarding the original program 11A may be de-
termined as the score.
[0043] More specifically, based on the API call infor-
mation 51 regarding the original program 11A, the judg-
ment unit 30 determines information indicating the order
of occurrence of API calls (for example, obtained by sort-
ing according to "Timestamp" in FIG. 3). Thereafter, the
judgment unit 30 determines a frequency of occurrence
indicating a frequency of occurrence of combinations of
N API calls, sequentially for each combination, thereby
obtaining an N-gram model based on the API call infor-
mation 51 regarding the original program 11A.
[0044] Similarly, based on the API call information 51
regarding the judgment-target program 11B, the judg-
ment unit 30 determines information indicating the order
of occurrence of API calls. Thereafter, the judgment unit
30 determines a frequency of occurrence indicating a
frequency of occurrence of combinations of N API calls,
sequentially for each combination, thereby obtaining an
N-gram model based on the API call information 51 re-
garding the judgment-target program 11B. Thereafter,
the judgment unit 30 determines the similarity by calcu-
lating the score indicating the similarity degree between
the two N-gram models. As described above, by deter-
mining the similarity between the N-gram model of the
API call information 51 regarding the judgment-target
program 11B and the N-gram model of the API call infor-
mation 51 regarding the original program 11A, it is pos-
sible to obtain the similarity taking into account the call
order of the API calls.
[0045] In the judgment as to the similarity in S6, the
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score may be given by a cosine similarity in a vector
space between a vector based on the API call information
51 regarding the judgment-target program 11B and a
vector based on the API call information 51 regarding the
original program 11A. More specifically, the judgment
unit 30 determines a vector including, as components,
the API call type, the number of executions of the API
call, the call order of the API call, etc. included in the API
call information 51 regarding the original program 11A.
Furthermore, the judgment unit 30 determines a vector
including, as components, the API call type, the number
of executions of the API call, the call order of the API call,
etc. included in the API call information 51 regarding the
judgment-target program 11B. The judgment unit 30 then
determines the cosine similarity between the vectors in
the vector space. That is, the judgment unit 30 may de-
termine the score based on the cosine similarity as de-
scribed above.
[0046] Thereafter, the judgment unit 30 compares the
DLL reading information 52 regarding the judgment-tar-
get program 11B with the DLL reading information 52
regarding the original program 11A (S7). Thereafter, the
judgment unit 30 performs scoring based on the equali-
ty/difference between the pieces of information, and
thereby judges the similarity (the score) between the DLL
reading information 52 regarding the judgment-target
program 11B and the DLL reading information 52 regard-
ing the original program 11A (S8).
[0047] In the judgment as to the similarity in S8, a set
including as elements files included in the DLL reading
information 52 regarding the judgment-target program
11B is compared with a set including as elements files
included in the DLL reading information 52 regarding the
original program 11A, and a Jaccard index indicating the
similarity between the sets may be employed as the
score. More specifically, the judgment unit 30 determines
the Jaccard index whose denominator is given by the
number of elements included in a result of an OR oper-
ation between the two sets and whose numerator is given
by the number of elements included in a result of an AND
operation between the two sets. As described above, the
judgment unit 30 may determine the similarity degree
between the set of files called from the shared library
group 203 by the original program 11A and the set of files
called from the shared library group 203 by the judgment-
target program 11B.
[0048] Thereafter, the judgment unit 30 compares the
process information 53 regarding the judgment-target
program 11B with the process information 53 regarding
the original program 11A (S9). Thereafter, the judgment
unit 30 performs scoring based on equality/difference be-
tween these pieces of information and thereby judges
the similarity (the score) between the process information
53 regarding the judgment-target program 11B and the
process information 53 regarding the original program
11A (S10).
[0049] In the judgment as to the similarity in S10, a set
including as elements processes included in the process

information 53 regarding the judgment-target program
11B may be compared with a set including as elements
processes included in the process information 53 regard-
ing the original program 11A, and a Jaccard index indi-
cating the similarity between the sets may be employed
as the score.
[0050] Furthermore, the judgment unit 30 may deter-
mine, as the score, the similarity degree between the
order of processes included in the process information
53 regarding the judgment-target program 11B and the
order of processes included in the process information
53 regarding the original program 11A. For example, the
score may be a value depending on identical parts be-
tween the two sets in terms of the order or executions of
processes.
[0051] Furthermore, the judgment unit 30 may deter-
mine, as the score, the similarity degree between a form
of a process tree of processes included in the process
information 53 regarding the judgment-target program
11B and a form of a process tree of processes included
in the process information 53 regarding the original pro-
gram 11A.
[0052] For example, let it be assumed that a list of proc-
esses included in the process information 53 regarding
the original program 11A is given as "processA.exe ppid
1111 pid 2222processB.exe ppid 2222 pid
3333processC.exe ppid 3333 pid 4444".
[0053] In this case, the form of the process tree is given
as "processA.exe" - "processB.exe" - "processC.exe".
[0054] On the other hand, let it be assumed that a list
of processes included in the process information 53 re-
garding the judgment-target program 11B is given as
"processA.exe ppid 1111 pid 2222processB.exe ppid
2222 pid 3333processC.exe ppid 2222 pid 4444".
[0055] In this case, the form of the process tree is given
as "processA.exe" - "processB.exe" "processA.exe" -
"processC.exe".
[0056] When the two process tree forms described
above are compared, it can be seen that there is a dif-
ference in a process that generates "processC.exe".
Thus, by calculating the similarity between the process
tree forms, it is possible to accurately detect a similar
program.
[0057] As described above, the judgment unit 30 may
determine the similarity degree between a set of proc-
esses executed by the judgment-target program 11B and
a set of processes executed by the original program 11A.
[0058] Note that the identifier of each process used in
determining the similarity degree is not limited to the proc-
ess name, the process ID, or the like. As for the identifier
of each process, summary information indicating a sum-
mary of the process, for example, a hash value (md5) of
memory dump of the process may be employed.
[0059] For example, let it be assumed that a list of proc-
esses included in the process information 53 regarding
the original program 11A is given as "processA.exe ppid
1111 pid 2222 md5 aaabbbbprocessB.exe ppid 2222 pid
3333 md5 bbbbbbbprocessC.exe ppid 3333 pid 4444
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md5 ccccccc".
[0060] Furthermore, let it be assumed that a list of proc-
esses included in the process information 53 regarding
the judgment-target program 11B is given as "proces-
sA.exe ppid 1111 pid 2222 md5 aaaaaaaprocessB.exe
ppid 2222 pid 3333 md5 bbbbbbbprocessC.exe ppid
2222 pid 4444 md5 ccccccc".
[0061] It can be seen, from a comparison between the
above-described two lists of processes, that the process
names are identical for "processA.exe", but hash values
are different ("aaabbbb" and "aaaaaaa"). Thus, by cal-
culating the similarity based on the hash values of proc-
esses, it is possible to accurately detect a similar pro-
gram.
[0062] Thereafter, the output unit 40 outputs the result
of the judgment made by the judgment unit 30 in S2, S6,
S8, and S10, that is, the similarity between the judgment-
target program 11B and the original program 11A to a
display or a file (S11).
[0063] FIG. 7 is a diagram illustrating a result output.
As illustrated in FIG. 7, the output unit 40 displays, on a
display screen 300, the result of the judgment made by
the judgment unit 30 in S2, S6, S8, and S10. This makes
it possible for a user to determine whether the judgment-
target program 11B is malware or not.
[0064] More specifically, the display screen 300 in-
cludes a file display area 301 and result display areas
302 to 304. The file display area 301 is an area in which
a list of original programs 11A is displayed in the de-
scending order of the similarity (the score) according to
a result of comparison between the judgment-target pro-
gram 11B and the plurality of original programs 11A. This
file display area 301 allows a user to easily find original
programs 11A with high similarities with respect to the
judgment-target program 11B.
[0065] The result display area 302 is an area in which
a result of static analysis is displayed as to the similarity
degree between the code of the judgment-target program
11B and codes of original programs 11A. This result dis-
play area 302 allows a user to easily know the similarity
degree of the code between the original program 11A
and the judgment-target program 11B.
[0066] The result display area 303 is an area in which
a result is displayed as to dynamic analysis based on a
comparison between original programs 11A in execution
and the judgment-target program 11B in execution. More
specifically, the result display area 303 includes a score
303a based on the comparison between the API call in-
formation 51 regarding the original program 11A and the
API call information 51 regarding the judgment-target
program 11B. This score 303a allows a user to easily
know the similarity degree between the content of the
API call in the execution of the original program 11A and
the content of the API call in the execution of the judg-
ment-target program 11B.
[0067] The result display area 303 also includes a
score 303b based on the comparison between the DLL
reading information 52 regarding the original program

11A and the DLL reading information 52 regarding the
judgment-target program 11B. This score 303b allows a
user to easily know the similarity degree between the file
group of the shared library called in the execution of the
original program 11A and the file group of the shared
library called in the execution of the judgment-target pro-
gram 11B.
[0068] The result display area 303 also includes a
score 303c based on the comparison between the proc-
ess information 53 regarding the original program 11A
and the process information 53 regarding the judgment-
target program 11B. This score 303c allows a user to
easily know the similarity degree between the process in
the execution of the original program 11A and the process
in the execution of the judgment-target program 11B.
[0069] The result display area 304 is an area in which
a score 304a is displayed as to the cosine similarity based
on the comparison between the API call information 51
regarding the original program 11A and the API call in-
formation 51 regarding the judgment-target program
11B. This score 304a allows a user to easily know the
cosine similarity between the content of the API call in
the execution of the original program 11A and the content
of the API call in the execution of the judgment-target
program 11B.
[0070] As described above, the information processing
apparatus 1 executes the original program 11A under
the system environment 200, and acquires process in-
formation indicating a process executed. The information
processing apparatus 1 also executes the judgment-tar-
get program 11B under the system environment 200, and
acquires process information indicating a process exe-
cuted. Furthermore, the information processing appara-
tus 1 compares the process information of the judgment-
target program 11B and the process information of the
original program 11A, and determines the similarity be-
tween the judgment-target program 11B and the original
program 11A according to a result of the comparison and
outputs the resultant similarity. Thus, a user is allowed
to easily detect malware which may be one of a lot of
various subspecies of malware created from the original
program 11A without collecting all subspecies of malware
as the original programs 11A.
[0071] Note that constituent elements of each appara-
tus illustrated in figures do not have to be physically con-
figured as illustrated in the figures. That is, a specific
configuration of each apparatus in terms of division or
combination of elements is not limited to those illustrated
in the figures, but all or part of the elements may be phys-
ically separated or combined in arbitrary units depending
on various loads or usage situations.
[0072] Regarding various processing functions per-
formed by the information processing apparatus 1, all or
part of them may be executed on a CPU (or a microcom-
puter such as an MPU, an MCU (Micro Controller Unit),
or the like). Regarding various processing functions, as
a matter of course, all or part of them may be executed
on a program interpreted and executed on a CPU (or a
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microcomputer such as an MPU, an MCU (Micro Con-
troller Unit), or the like), or on wired logic hardware. Re-
garding various processing functions performed by the
information processing apparatus 1, they may be exe-
cuted by a plurality of computers in cooperation by using
cloud computing.
[0073] Note that various processes described above
with reference to the embodiments may be realized by
executing a program prepared in advance on a computer.
Thus, next, an example of a computer (hardware) is de-
scribed below that executes a program to realize func-
tions similar to the functions realized in the embodiments
described above. FIG. 8 is block diagram illustrating an
example of a hardware configuration of the information
processing apparatus 1 according to an embodiment.
[0074] As illustrated in FIG. 8, an information process-
ing apparatus 1 is an apparatus configured to a CPU 101
configured to execute various operations and processes,
an input apparatus 102 configured to accept data input,
a monitor 103, and a speaker 104. The information
processing apparatus 1 also includes a medium reading
apparatus 105 configured to read out a program or the
like from a storage medium, an interface apparatus 106
for coupling to various apparatuses, and a communica-
tion apparatus 107 for coupling to an external device to
perform wireless or wired communication. The informa-
tion processing apparatus 1 further includes a RAM 108
configured to temporarily store various kinds of informa-
tion, and a hard disk apparatus 109. Each unit (101 to
109) in the information processing apparatus 1 is coupled
to a bus 110.
[0075] The hard disk apparatus 109 stores a program
111 for executing various processes at the input unit 10,
the execution unit 20, the judgment unit 30, and the output
unit 40 described above with reference to the embodi-
ments. The hard disk apparatus 109 also stores various
kinds of data 112 to be referred to by the program 111.
The input apparatus 102 accepts, for example, an input
of operation information performed by an operator on the
information processing apparatus 1. The monitor 103 dis-
plays, for example, various screens to be operated by an
operator. The interface apparatus 106 is coupled, for ex-
ample, to a printing apparatus or the like. The communi-
cation apparatus 107 is coupled to a communication net-
work such as a LAN (Local Area Network) and thereby
transmits and receives various kinds of information to
and from an external device via the communication net-
work.
[0076] The CPU 101 reads out the program 111 stored
in the hard disk apparatus 109 and load the program 111
in the RAM 108, and the CPU 101 executes the program
111 loaded in the RAM 108 thereby achieving various
processes. The program 111 may not be stored in the
hard disk apparatus 109. For example, the information
processing apparatus 1 may read out the program 111
stored in a readable storage medium and may execute
the program 111. As for the storage medium readable
by the information processing apparatus 1, for example,

a CD-ROM or DVD disk, a portable storage medium such
as USB (Universal Serial Bus) memory or a storage me-
dium of a similar type, a semiconductor memory such as
a flash memory, a hard disk drive or the like may be em-
ployed. The program 111 may be stored in an apparatus
coupled to a public line, the Internet, a LAN, or the like,
and the information processing apparatus 1 may read
out the program 111 from the apparatus and execute the
program 111.

[Reference Signs List]

[0077]

1 information processing apparatus
10 input unit
11A original program
11B judgment-target program
20 execution unit
30 judgment unit
40 output unit
50 storage unit
51 API call information
52 DLL reading information
53 process information
101 CPU
102 input apparatus
103 monitor
104 speaker
105 medium reading apparatus
106 interface apparatus
107 communication apparatus
108 RAM
109 hard disk apparatus
110 bus
111 program
112 various kinds of data
200 system environment
201 kernel
202 application
203 shared library group
300 display screen
301 file display area
302 to 304 result display area
303a, 303b, 303c, 304a score

Claims

1. A program that causes an information processing
apparatus to execute a process, the process com-
prising:

executing a first program using a system includ-
ing a kernel of an operating system (OS);
acquiring a plurality of first process identifiers
respectively indicating a plurality of first proc-
esses executed in the execution of the first pro-
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gram;
executing a second program using the system;
acquiring a plurality of second process identifi-
ers respectively indicating a plurality of second
processes executed in the execution of the sec-
ond program;
executing a similarity judgment process in which
a similarity between the first program and the
second program is judged by comparing the ac-
quired plurality of first process identifiers and the
plurality of second process identifiers; and
outputting the judged similarity.

2. The program according to claim 1, wherein in the
similarity judgment process, the similarity is given by
a Jaccard index between a set including as elements
processes included in the plurality of first processes
and a set including as elements processes included
in the plurality of second processes.

3. The program according to claim 1, wherein the plu-
rality of first process identifiers and the plurality of
second process identifiers are respectively process
names of the plurality of executed first processes
and process names of the plurality of executed sec-
ond processes.

4. An information processing apparatus comprising:

a memory; and
a processor coupled to the memory and config-
ured to:

execute a first program using a system in-
cluding a kernel of an operating system
(OS),
acquire a plurality of first process identifiers
respectively indicating a plurality of first
processes executed in the execution of the
first program,
execute a second program using the sys-
tem,
acquire a plurality of second process iden-
tifiers respectively indicating a plurality of
second processes executed in the execu-
tion of the second program;
executing a similarity judgment process in
which a similarity between the first program
and the second program is judged by com-
paring the acquired plurality of first process
identifiers and the plurality of second proc-
ess identifiers, and
outputting the judged similarity.

5. The information processing apparatus according to
claim 4, wherein in the similarity judgment process,
the similarity is given by a Jaccard index between a
set including as elements processes included in the

plurality of first processes and a set including as el-
ements processes included in the plurality of second
processes.

6. The information processing apparatus according to
claim 4, wherein the plurality of first process identi-
fiers and the plurality of second process identifiers
are respectively process names of the plurality of
executed first processes and process names of the
plurality of executed second processes.

7. A method executed by a computer, the method com-
prising:

executing a first program using a system includ-
ing a kernel of an operating system (OS);
acquiring a plurality of first process identifiers
respectively indicating a plurality of first proc-
esses executed in the execution of the first pro-
gram;
executing a second program using the system;
acquiring a plurality of second process identifi-
ers respectively indicating a plurality of second
processes executed in the execution of the sec-
ond program;
executing a similarity judgment process in which
a similarity between the first program and the
second program is judged by comparing the ac-
quired plurality of first process identifiers and the
plurality of second process identifiers; and
outputting the judged similarity.

8. The method according to claim 7, wherein in the sim-
ilarity judgment process, the similarity is given by a
Jaccard index between a set including as elements
processes included in the plurality of first processes
and a set including as elements processes included
in the plurality of second processes.

9. The method according to claim 7, wherein the plu-
rality of first process identifiers and the plurality of
second process identifiers are respectively process
names of the plurality of executed first processes
and process names of the plurality of executed sec-
ond processes.
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