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Abstract Since ICANN initiated the delegation of new generic top-level domains (new gTLDs) in 2013, more than a
thousand of new gTLDs have been added to the domain name system (DNS). Previous work has shown that while
new gTLD domains bring flexibility to registrants, they are also commonly used for malicious behavior because of
their low registration costs, and it is important to identify malicious new gTLD domains. However, because of the
unique characteristics (e.g., domain length) of new gTLD domains, the accuracy is low when applying existing
malicious domain identification methods to malicious new gTLD domain identification. To address this issue, we first
characterize the resolution behavior of new gTLD domains based on massive domain name resolution data from five
aspects including the number of associated SLDs per new gTLD, query volume, query failure rate, content replication
and hosting infrastructure sharing. Then we analyze the resolution behavior of malicious new gTLD domains and find
their unique behavioral characteristics in terms of content hosting infrastructure concentration, the number of FQDNs
per SLD, the number of queries, the distribution of end users’ network footprints, and the distribution of the length of
SLDs. Finally, according to these features, we design a malicious new gTLD domain identification method based on
random forest. The results of the experiment show that the proposed method achieves 94% accuracy, which is better
than the existing malicious domain identification methods.
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HREZ IR (1) 1P/24 W Bt i 22, Wi 35 44 1B T vk 1R B
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Fig. 7 Distribution of the number of FQDNs across SLDs
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FIL VLS an 1S maticions TR 44 B89 1] 0 T B0 22 B

3

K=1 (4

Table 3 Comparison of Users’ BGP Prefixes
%®3 FF BGP HIELLE

k K
20 0.08
40 0.06
60 0.07
80 0.06
100 0.08

HE— 70 M7 new gTLD 144 i) SLD K Ji, 45 14
F A FiR, W LUK BB T 90% 1 new gTLD % & 4 44
KBk 4, 10 2% 56 I A B4 ), 4 K HL R4 K
A A AR G TR, BB B K E A
ST, Ry PRIE S A AT AR G E T, R
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WA K — K, T DGA 38044 K6 7 AR 1 22
W A5 B de 44, PRI 3K 26 7 3 JE YA I T new @ TLD
AR A AN

Table 4 Fraction of new gTLD Domains of Different SLD
Lengths
% 4 A[E SLD KEH new gTLD 5 & &Lt

Tt new gTLD 34 7EE new gTLD 344

R (RO i 9% 5 H%
<3 8.5 0.1
4 252 93.0
5 17.2 6.1
>6 49.1 0.8

44 AT AT R R o — A T BRAE S I 4 i BT
SEH) TTL (. 8 45 T A K BIAE i) i TTL A5 /315,
Ho A 45 44K new gTLD 344 | & 3 new gTLD 1 4% |
R (A5 )new gTLD 84 1 TTL 40 4ii, LA K AE R
X EG B B B v A ER I 44 1 A S R A i) TTL (H 43
Aii. 25 5 B T T DU 3 U A BT A 100 28 A7 R [l
%, BB A TTL (0] f/N T B8 K 45 IR 55 4
WE R A, B, 28502 2% 30k [19-20] 9 i
2, AR 3 4% LS 3 G o K TTL 1R S B8 sk
2 M55 75 0 SRR TTL (E A A6 T

1.0 ™

------- - "
0.8 F —— new gTLDigJ(:g -IOTEER
& Enew gTLDIH %
& 061 - frifinew gTLDHI#
v 04t
02
0 i - .
100 10! 10° e “or
TTLAH/s

Fig. 8 TTL value distribution of A type queries
8 A ZSRIAY TTL (H5M

N 8 Al LA Y, K2 45% 1 4 1K Bk 44 TTL
{E/NF 120 s, 1 new gTLD 18, 42 i 7] T F 600 s Y
TTLAE, H H LT Fr A 1 new gTLD ¥ & 8 4 #5418
TTL {H &% &~ 600 sGX /215 2 N4 7K 8 $2 L r
BN E). Ftk, TTL A AT g A3 H T new gTLD %
=8 AL Rl N
3.4 3t new gTLD BEEHEZRNMNB X

X 7 new gTLD 3844 17 0 (19 43 #7 A W, #& 7R 3%
Ik 4% B HE T BORT S A 1P24 N B T R 4% 1 3 44 22
A 73.6% 2B EN, H5IE®EEAMLIL, BEEAA
MR AT A, AN 38 SR P I 4% 255 ] o3 A RE L NS

7R A3 it T it B A o (FF 76 FE 46 AS B 1P/24 7R 8K
WA ) . SLD KBS il & () . X i FQDN
B £ A1 FQDN Ay - 25 2 1) U 850 DL K A 1)
i FHERIA TTL {E 13 & (51 4n TTLAE M 600 s). ik &
BN 22 A1 %k 20 T ol A U 1) o A AR AE B BT
S 0 ANAE A 30 A R, A PO BB 4% FQDN £ i i
/b, 3 % A8 SLD Xt i (4 FQDN £ i & 19 45 i1 & A
Shy T A R T P i AR AE s RS AR B, R
L SLD X} i/ () FQDN £, Ji3 & i Fi SLD X i )
FQDN ™ AE iy ARFIE ; 7518 2K 19 24 23 ) A1
P hE AR, e B A A AR 4 R, R R
it FH 38k 4% 538 R b ik (R 255 stb ik ) A9 B B G &R
A 1) B R 44 S BT, HGETT 2 R R AR A
B ARRIE; fEBAA KB, R B AR, AR
ik Gl 3848 1 SCAS RRAEAE R i A A TTL M, &
I LE 600 s, i & A A TTL (HAE A

T T U Y R, R SCHE b i B8 4 b i S8 44
fdi 1] VirusTotal F1 360 & 44 5145 0% & 8l 44 b ic T A,
HTHERMERGZRXATINE. WL HME.
URL 43 M7 T HL U 44 5t i 5] 2 ) W T 41 38 3k 424 72 5
h BRI A X T R A U A R e
JETE B A 56 DA BRI R obE AR
Uk, BTz N TR S SO S A L, DAITEAG
JIERE T O % I W B 1, TS B8 B4R O R 4 A
) T A

AR SCE AEBE T — 3 T A AT R AE 19 R S R
new gTLD ;% 23 4% YU Jy v, S 300 2 3l 44 1) ekt
VREfAS I, AR 0 2 4ek 44 3 B 15 3

4 new gTLD EEiF & &N 7 X

AR T 5 379 73 & B new gTLD % & 14
17 RFHE, W11 new gTLD & Ik &4 K 5 k. B
WA KM AR L R—A 428, B A
FRAE. 02545 . it O/1 AR 2 (0 IE 3 344 (A% [R)
VRN ; 1 B CR R R R TESE)).

new gTLD % & 5 45 kI (1) 3= 22 Pk B AE T, new
gTLD % 5 5l 44 A0 LU A% G0 0% B B4 A FRAk vk, 75 2k
B A 3 YRR A 4 R T vk v i
X} new gTLD 3 44 (4 460 J7 2%, T A% 592 8% 725 8l 44 A6z )
T3 V5 BT A AT AT R FH 344 1 SCAS R AE (Can mT & 7 B
T, BUFAT T AT AR TR (R, 55 3 Y
B M & LT 25T new gTLD & B B & 1 M H5 17 R
FEAE, o 45 1% 90 0% R 3044 R DU 5 15 07 R 36 . 40 new
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gTLD 3 24 K B 43 A5 f & G B2 3044 A L IE 8 Bl 4 T
S, DRI 38R 42 1) SCAR R AE X 20 P AN ik, 0F 1 3 B A%
45 77 153 F new gTLD % 2 35 44 A6 A5 SR A 4. A I,
ARSCHE T 3 AT A R, R A XA R AR
fEBETHEE XS new gTLD A9 8 B 1R 44 4G DU 7 1%, 3 64
TIE AL 37 3R FH P 0 48 225 ] 43 A3 0RE PN 25 7K 21 S
Wit AL | X A FQDN it 88 £ | &84~ FQDN 19 °F
S ECS N @ U
4.1 HINFFHE

54 3275 3.3 1 & B, AR akE A Al R4
FSCAS AR, AN B TTL (B4R R A, T 2 20 51 A
B4 A aE L BN R AR (R IP)
N TP B A E SR TR 6 5 A T B ARAE .

Table 5 Feature Sets

x5 BiESs
gl S FHIE 4 R Yi i
WA A SLD %}/¥ FQDN #rifjf 4 i+ 8
WA SLD X FQDN ™8 (RE+AEK ) 15
SLD X AS Fl BGP prefix 0914k 2
) SLD XfRL#R AS 1 BGP prefix
#ri (IR IP) ARG 16
SLD XH i AS I BGP prefix
TEA 7 T RS E 14
SLD X2 AS B4 1
R IP (AS) SLD M8 AS AL HHE 8

SLD WS 5 AS 78 N 257K 48 5 T B FRE 7

TR 4% A ) 5 A8 B2, i F 451> SLD X1 ) FQDN
A 1 9 GE 1T AR i ACREAE. i, HEAS SLD X
7 nt FQDN, X n > FQDN Y £ if] & 73 5l J& x1,
Xay e s Xy WIKF (g, 20,0+, ) TR GE T, X BLAH Y
Gt i Ah T R ME L f/ME L BIE L AR N
Ay A5 AT, DA AV, S 8 4E L X FEAEOR
Rl SRy, 3.3 715 Ho UL 4% 313X 2 new gTLD % & 1l 4% A9 2
V) 5 34 A B AT, Uk S e 4 A i D
FETERT B S . AR R

T2 324 A B0 /A B, i T T &> SLD X 1Y
FQDN Ui 1F i ARRE. B T M 24, it T
T OROGF IO 1) B, LA R W 3 44 B3 A ] L AR Ak
XA AR SRR R, FE B 7 h R B R ) SLD EE new
eTLD 3k 44 %K 4 T £ ) FQDN.

T S AL AT I (1 IR TP) 1 A B, R 4 i) B4
SLD Ay AS F1 BGP prefix $iz . 2 if) 1 9 40 11 & LA

A A1) J T A RRAEVE A i . 5 I SRR S R
KA R A AR 1 P BGP TS S kR AE
R 4 AR B Z 1) P BGP ISR R ROR ],
W 3 fiR. X8 & T F SLD S5 1P AL 56 2, A
1) o RIS RO AT, g o R T R AR 4 R AR
4 new gTLD ;¥ 5 35 44 F ARG DN 11— 350 73 A RPAIE.

%% T BGP prefix Z #b, 7% 3C %5 JEHE AS 251 1
et i . AR A G i 4 AR il
M) ge it 5 A A, AR JE 8 4k, BRI A M & A it SLD
() A B AS(EE BGP prefix) #5 #fi]1% SLD Y19 42 1
. B, A n A AS(; BGP prefix) £¥ i) i 3 SLD,
2% SLD 9 U4 51 I x0TSR (o0,
Xo,oo o x,) YGETHEE, R ORAE . e/IME L Y1E . A
25, N WAL AR b U gr A sRTRS . R AS
1 BGP prefix 78 £ 1) J5 T (9 FEAF W2 53X RE %5 R, %t
£ i) H4> SLD 4 4 > I8 AS(E; BGP prefix), 58 &
fi1#if) SLD $ i iy Ge it & il an, 45 n > AS(=k BGP
prefix) 7% i i B SLD, ‘© 1145 i) 5 SLD 1 £ 43 5l
IEIL:Xbxz,"‘ s Xns er"JX¢ (Xl,xz,‘" 9xn) ﬂ’%gﬁﬂ‘i, El]ﬂ’;gr
BRAE . Be/MAE . BME . FRiE2E L T AL L
QLA A

FE N 28 AR B SE Rl Rt AR B, DR ZZF TP S 3] A,
fili T R4 SLD W 219 AS A5, S B AS AL
(4 48 1 DA S JIT B 553 3 14 A'S 7 PN 25 7K 3 7 T 1
TEAE N il . 25 X BERRAIE 2 KO & B T A7 7 7R 28
Kt new gTLD % 10 44 1 Ll e (U0 3.3 75), Jf
H new gTLD 3 44 1 F A B () N 25 52 il Fn 4 =2 i O
Bl 8t Can 1 5 ARl 6 fros ). A4, {f A SLD 5 [ &
IP B 55 2 22, DA i) 2 ANk 44 Sl A, HlSeit i
JEE TP R AE 45 B . 6315 SLD Wit 5] AS WAL S8 115
mF, B 5L SLD B n 4~ AS 7R 2k, H 78 B 25 o i
SRS AS B UREL 53 0 2 X1, 0, X, TURE (o, 20,
x,) VP GE T T #E % JE SLD it i E Y AS 76 4
AR 37 T B REAE B, X% SLD B 5 31 A A A 2
AS Fr R % SLD ROt ge it i i, 47 n 4> AS
fiE A 5 4 SLD, ‘B A1 g K 44 19 SLD A9 4~ 5053 3l )&
X1, Xo, s Xy WIXS (x1, 20,0+, x,) THREGEITAE
42 RB/EF

AT & P new gTLD 3 25 1 44 (14 1% BR K %4
fRJT: 97.4% 1 FQDN H IR BR 1 K. R, 5 2 e £ i
B PR AR A3 AR AR S0 I BEHL AR AR (random
forest, RF) . 37 £F ] & HL (support vector machine, SVM)

© xof A i fat S GE T dik IG0 H J0 S e J FRORE AR T BB S B Ge Tt I e s T, R RO 7 gt
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F1 Boosting 2 3 Fjr LAY g

A5 R WFFE new gTLD % 5 8 44 46 0 7 ¥ 1Y
SLD %4 2 i 3.3 1 UM B i 3L 1171 A8 4 A
4 770 AE B B 2H . AR 0 P P A 48 b A 4
i 2R (accuracy) . K& W 2 (precision) . 1 1 2 (recall)
1 F1 5380 (Fl-score) , Hoat B8 34000k

TP+TN (5)
T = ’
A = TP Y TN+ FP+FN
TP

precision= ———, (6)

TP+FP

TP

recall = m ’ ( 7)
Fl— score = 2 X precision X recall (2)

.. ’
precision + recall

HrhTP, FP, TN, FN4 AR B T B
F P A B P . bR T A SR 43 28 4T 55 B OGO R A
A S AT TSN LSy 8 R (E T S = N L T
AR R

X} 3 KA RARIEAT T HEREVIAL, &0 5 e
EFF 1A T & 48 bm 0 Y08, 25 R 3k 6 s, H
SVM fifit H £ 1] 3 #% oK 2 (RBF #% ), 7 LU ) SVM
FRF OIS 7 3 A S B RUR , SVM 7R A [l 4 |-
Lt RF W& =5, 1M RF FERG 6 232 F0 F1 o0 e AR R I TE 4f
T SE 00 25 SR B, 4B 2% > Y 3 Fh Boosting 28547k
(AdaBoost, GBDT, XGBoost) Jf 1% fit. 7 2 B i i P g
PETE, ARG I T BN IR g5 LR, TS
fRTER . JB AT = R HLZ5 A 1k R 3R B0 0T 4 9 = 52, AR SCiE
T RFAE R34

Table 6 Average Value of Each Metric for Different
Classifiers Under 5-Fold Cross-Validation

R 6 FAANEREE s HLNWIESEEIERNHE %

Ei=ga RF SVM AdaBoost GBDT XGBoost
R 94 94 93 94 93
LitES 88 83 87 88 87
FENmRE 84 86 77 80 73
F1 438 86 84 81 83 78

43 XL

AR5 53 530 DAL T 0844 SCAS AR RS T AT AT N
FRAE I RS T7 v, dE 8 3 A A AR SR 10 O ik i
ATXF OS2 6. AE B T 848 SCARRRIE I 7 iy, B8 T
SCHR [10-117 $2& 3 (9 J5 vk 5 MAE e T47 4 R AR 1 Jr 12
rh, MEHESCHR [12] 4 A9 D7 L T TR SE A R 40X
3PP IR SE L.

SCHR [10] £ B0 44 1) 25 46 R AE (A Sl £ 45 i
di b L IEF RRAE (AT ) B AR (A B
1), SR 5 BT sh BRI 1 RRAE i A BUAE R 43 228 1
SVM Fl RF Hh £ 47 432, A i oxh A4~ Sl 44 1 950 0 25
SR SCHR (118 3048 45 SR AR A, R IR B 2% )
H 3 42 Bk 44 4 AE I 58 o 2. SR [12] A1) 7 DNS
fif BT B B A B S OC R 3E A T R R IR 4
[B] 76V TP, W28 TP, A% 9 B[] 3 4~ 4 J3 () AR AL,
Pl AAS 2304 (1 1) 5 20w, PR A 2 SVM 4324 8%
HEAT 4325, SCHR [12] $2 303X AB0R o LSRR L 1)
25 BH SO TR R BURAIE SE 4 | R, R
R A WS ARAT R AR ) T . O
WFFE R, SRR AE A [F] 9 4 oA T DX, 0 246 4
T, 91 G0 2 e B 44 1 B Y TTL (H A BE R e k2 Ch T
O A AT 2] ), S R B A At S AT TE R B4 1Y SO
FRAE, BE A HTAR L = A5 > Bl il o 11 B n).

AR SCHE BT SCHR [10-12] B 3 FpO7 i, 5 A L
JrExT b, g5 R R 7 Fos. AT ULE e D TEEE T 5
4 SCAFEAE Y J7 v, T Sk [10] 48 O ik, H
i K BT 4 AR R IE R K44, U B 7E new gTLD
A T Bl A TR A ol 3 e N Sy i R 4 S
ARRAE ME LA IX 53 8 5 1E H 45 i SCk [11] /7
P T N R $ ARG 38R 44 SCAS AR AE Y kU, (B
2 WU b W B 55 TR TR ATAT A RRAE Y O 1k 2) 7R A
T DNS BT AT R REAE 0 J7 5 b, SCHR [12] 328 6 i o7
BT 5L F A SCARRHAE 9 7535, A H1F new gTLD
I8 4 0 BR B, YRS T A I R T 4 R AR AL 1 R
B, BIA % B84 A B A 7 T ARRAE, 255
FEAR A QA SC T 55 BL A, SCHR [12] 46 0 A ik iy
FERCIE S SR EP Y i RS IR UNIR LIPS R T T
FEREEA, W RDHBEREKRZ 3 GE 4 1T1E
b, AR SCT7 ¥ WAS T e df p9 AR, B 3E T new
gTLD % 75 3l 44 A6 I . JHC Ji R 78 T4 SC 07 5 7 B AR
TIE ) BEBE b AT TR R 9 A X 1 5 XA

Table 7 Comparison with Other Malicious Domain

Detection Methods

x7 BHMESEHAGNGERRTEE %
. BT B SRR 3T DNS f#H T AHHE
ks SCHk [10] SCHik [11] Sk [12] RF
MIRTIEES 80 41 79 94
LELES 0 65 53 88
PEA R 0 16 88 84
F1 508 0 25 66 86
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HE— 25 Wb, 8 R R 4 FE H 4 1 L, R
R R BN AL S IE IR A W48 1 : 4,
i 3 B ML R A LE 8 3544 1) D T 43 ) K O b g R Ry
1:3,1:2, 1 1, X5 BBl 2 E T RE A B0t 1 L 4]
XoF AR S 9 ) R s I A A i A B BRI S R 44
FT7 B LA T R 1 10, DL SR A 5 ol AN 24 £
A5 L, STER 45 AN 8 B, T LR Y, A SO ik
(M B A S R, TR A v LE £ K0E Y L (A S
SRS R R I 25 R, REAC BB A, S M BB A b
U SRR A 1 10 B, RS AR L BRI FL 43
BOARAT — 2 T B, TR SR LG R AR LA (1 4)
W T, SR O I B SRR AR R £, 432 g )
T oy G RO IR AT, RO T ER R,

Table 8 The Effect of the Ratio of the Number of Malicious
and Legitimate SLDs on the Metrics

% 8 &&E SLD MIE% SLD HEMLLBIXHERNZE %
£zt 1:10 1:4 1:3 1:2 1:1
biHTES 9 94 95 9 9
GBS 83 88 91 93 95
FEJuES 79 84 91 94 97
F1 5381 80 86 91 94 96
5 B &

AR SCAf 9 5) DNS H 35X new gTLD i fif BT 47
REAT T T, FEERIALHE: 1) new gTLD A £r i it
FUNE I SLD i 45 & 5 8 43 i ; 2) K Z %X new gTLD
WA RN EZ R E 1824 P24 ME, H
it 1 2 A R B Al 5t 5 3) 5 T R B A L, R
B 44 7 N 2 K 3SR Bl e 4 TP . SLD X R 1Y
FQDN % H | 344 2 i 8. 18 K R £ 23 (] 43 A
SLD K B 4347 45 J7 B A7 20 AR 0 RRAE . i T ix sk
P, #it T —Fh new gTLD 3% 2% R 4 A9 4600 07 1%, 78
37 8T new gTLD % & 3 4% 76 AT 47 S0 T 1T B 2k
FEFRAE, JF06 F RF VR R 40 25 8%, DASEE PO . & 2
RN, LA R, SO AIEMLL, A
SO L R R R
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