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Abstract—Statistical pattern recognition techniques have recently been shown to provide a finer balance between misdetections
and false alarms than the more conventional intrusion detection
approaches, namely misuse detection and anomaly detection. A
variety of classical machine learning and pattern recognition algorithms has been applied to intrusion detection with varying levels
of success. We make two observations about intrusion detection.
One is that intrusion detection is significantly more effective by
using multiple sources of information in an intelligent way, which
is precisely what human experts rely on. Second, different errors
in intrusion detection have different costs associated with them—a
simplified example being that a false alarm may be more expensive
than a misdetection and, hence, the true objective function to
be minimized is the cost of errors and not the error rate itself.
We present a pattern recognition approach that addresses both
of these issues. It utilizes an ensemble of a classifiers approach
to intelligently combine information from multiple sources and
is explicitly tuned toward minimizing the cost of the errors as
opposed to the error rate itself. The information fusion approach
dLEARNIN alone is shown to achieve state-of-the-art performances better than those reported in the literature so far, and the
cost minimization strategy dCMS further reduces the cost with a
significant margin.
Index Terms—Cost minimization, data fusion,
dLEARNIN, pattern recognition for intrusion detection.

dCMS,

I. INTRODUCTION

W

ITH networking technology evolving so rapidly, more
attacks on computer networks are carried out by exploiting unknown weaknesses or bugs always contained in
system and application software [1]. Hence, computer security has been receiving a lot of attention in recent years.
Two approaches to intrusion detection are conventionally used
[2]—one is misuse detection and the other is anomaly detection.
Misuse detection is an attack signature-based approach that
utilizes a detailed description of the sequence of actions performed by the attacker. This approach detects a series of actions
as an attack only if it matches a previously seen attack signature
identically. Hence, if a new attack is made, the system fails to
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recognize it. This is certainly suboptimal since new attacks and
new attack variants are constantly being developed. More general signatures would reduce these misdetections but also give
high false alarm rates. Hence, due to the requirement of low false
alarm rates, such signature-based approaches are prevalent.
Anomaly detection is based on modeling the normal activity
of the computer system. In this case, a traffic pattern whose profile deviates from this model is detected as an intrusion (i.e., any
anomalous network activity is classified as an attack). This approach is general enough to detect new attacks with low false
alarm rates provided that the model accurately represents its
normal working condition, and that any attack and only an attack
against the system involves its abnormal use. Unfortunately, the
acquisition of profiles of normal activity is not an easy task [3].
The audit records used to produce the profiles of normal activity
may contain traces of intrusions leading to misdetections, and
also activities of legitimate users often deviate from their normal
profile as modeled, leading to high false alarm rates.
The aforementioned discussion points out that the two intrusion detection approaches are usually formulated in terms of explicit matching paradigms [3]. All activities not matching the
normal profiles are classified as an attack by anomaly detection approaches and only those activities matching one of the
attack signatures are classified as attacks by misuse detection
approaches. While such matching is effective when the patterns
being classified exhibit a regular and repeatable structure, this
is not the case for network traffic. Moreover, for most current
intrusion detection systems, the development of matching rules
for anomaly and misuse detection relies on the experience and
intuition of human experts [4] which is highly subjective. As a
consequence, such rules can hardly adapt to the high variability
of normal activities or to the number of novel attacks constantly
being developed.
These difficulties in conventional intrusion detection systems lead researchers to apply statistical pattern recognition
approaches [5], where statistical models for normal traffic and
attack traffic are automatically built, simultaneously with the
appropriate matching rules. The main motivation for using pattern recognition approaches for the development of advanced
intrusion detection systems is their generalization capability,
which can support the recognition of intrusions that have not
been seen previously and have no previously described pattern
[2]. This formulation of the intrusion detection problem combines the advantages of a signature-based and anomaly-based
intrusion detection system. A technical report on intrusion
detection technology, where commercial and research products
are briefly reviewed, provides a discussion on the challenges
to develop effective intrusion detection systems [4]. In particular, it has been pointed out that advanced research issues on
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intrusion detection systems should involve the use of pattern
recognition approaches for the following three main reasons:
1) generalization from a representative set of examples allows
detecting new types of intrusion; 2) attack signatures can be
extracted automatically from labeled traffic data, thus allowing
us to overcome the subjectivity of human interpretation of
intrusive behavior, the latter being employed in many current
intrusion detection systems; the intrusion detection system can
adapt to new threats.
The problem formulation of intrusion detection in a pattern
recognition framework has been provided in [2]. There are two
observations we make about intrusion detection from a pattern
recognition perspective.
1) Intrusion detection has much to gain from combining information from multiple sources, which is what human experts rely on, however, in an intelligent way. The most
common categories of information are [6]: 1) intrinsic features that include general information about the connection, such as the duration, type, protocol, flag, etc.; 2) traffic
features that encapsulate statistics related to past connections similar to the current one (e.g., number of connections with the same destination host); and 3) content features which contain information about the data content of
packets, such as errors reported by the operating system or
root-access attempts.
2) Different errors in classifying network traffic have different
costs associated with them; for instance, the cost of a false
alarm may be much higher than false detection, or more
specifically, the cost of mistaking a certain attack type as
normal traffic may be more than mistaking another attack
type as normal.
In this paper, an approach to intrusion detection in computer
networks that addresses both of these characteristics is presented. We present dLEARNIN, which utilizes an ensemble of
classifiers approach that combines information from different
sources of information. Also, we utilize a cost minimization
strategy dCMS, to gear the final classification decision toward
minimizing the cost of the errors, the true objective function,
and not the error rate itself.
The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
we discuss some related work in the literature on using pattern
recognition approaches for intrusion detection. We also specifically discuss the use of multiple classifier approaches for intrusion detection as well as the cost considerations made so far in
intrusion detection literature. We also contrast our proposed approaches dLEARNIN and dCMS to other existing algorithms in
pattern recognition literature for both tasks. Sections III and IV
present the proposed algorithms dLEARNIN and dCMS, and results on a publicly available data set are provided in Section V.
Section VI surveys some potential areas for future work, followed by conclusions in Section VII.
II. RELATED WORK
A. Pattern Recognition Approaches to Intrusion Detection
The use of pattern recognition approaches to intrusion detection have been considered ever since the early years of in-

trusion detection system development. In particular, the application of neural networks for intrusion detection systems has
been investigated by a number of researchers. Neural networks
for intrusion detection have first been introduced as an alternative to the techniques in the intrusion detection expert system
to model user behavior [7]. In particular, the typical sequence
of commands executed by each user is learned. An approach
to anomaly detection based on neural networks is proposed in
[8]. A neural-network model designed to perform both anomaly
and misuse detection has been proposed in [9]. The training set
is made up of strings of events captured by the base security
module that is a part of many operating systems. If the training
set is made up of strings related to normal behavior, neural networks act as an anomaly detector. On the other hand, if strings
captured during an attack session are included in the training
set, the network model can be modified to act as a misuse detection system. Instead of audit data, traffic statistics are also
used as features for misuse detection [10]. Traffic features at
different levels of abstraction have been used, from packet data
[11] to very high level features, such as the security level of
the source and destination machines, occurrences of suspicious
strings, etc. [12]. This shows that pattern recognition techniques
based on neural networks are apt to provide a solution to some
open issues in intrusion detection system development (e.g., the
automatic extraction of normal and attack signatures from data
and the ability to detect attacks not known at training time).
In addition, the extensive evaluation of pattern classification
techniques carried out on a sample data set of network traffic
performed during the KDD’99 [13] conference points out the
feasibility of a pattern recognition approach to intrusion detection [12]. This dataset is a version of the standard set of data
to be audited, as collected through the 1998 DARPA Intrusion
Detection Evaluation Program at the MIT Lincoln Labs [14],
whose objective was to survey and evaluate research in intrusion detection. The data set includes a wide variety of intrusions simulated in a military network environment. A review
of the performance values of several pattern recognition algorithms on this data set has been provided in [15]. Apart from
neural networks, the algorithms applied include Gaussian classifier, K-means clustering, nearest cluster algorithm, incremental
radial basis functions, fuzzy ARTMAP, decision trees, etc. [15].
B. Multiple Classifiers Approaches
In most pattern recognition approaches applied to intrusion
detection, classification is performed in the feature space made
up of all the features available to detect the considered attack
classes. It is easy to see that classifiers working in such a monolithic feature space can suffer from the curse of dimensionality,
due to the large number of features necessary for effective intrusion detection and to the limited amount of training data that
can be collected, especially for attack classes. It is important
to realize that features with very different meanings, related to
different characteristics of network traffic, are used in intrusion
detection. It is well known that it can be very difficult for an individual classifier to effectively process features that have very
different semantic meanings. We do need these diverse sources
of information for effective intrusion detection, as is used by
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human experts, however, combining them all in a high-dimensional feature space is not the answer. Instead, we should consider subsets of features that come from a common source, train
classifiers on these subsets independently, and combine them
in a meaningful fashion. Most methods for combining classifier
outputs are based on the assumption that the outputs of different
classifiers are independent. This assumption cannot be verified
in practice, though in many real cases, it may reasonably hold.
In particular, it may reasonably hold for the problem at hand,
since the three types of features described earlier are related to
independent connection characteristics.
Several multiple classifier approaches have been applied
to intrusion detection. In some works, classifiers trained on
different network services (such as ftp, mail, etc.) [16] or
trained to detect different types of attacks [17] were combined.
However, these do not address the issue of operating in a space
of high dimensionality with features with different semantic
meanings concatenated. Other works attempt to combine classifiers trained on different features divided based on hierarchical
abstraction levels [11] or the type of information contained
[3]. Our proposed approach is similar and combines classifiers
trained on different sources of information. Most previous
works, however, employ fairly straightforward fusion schemes
to combine classifiers. Our proposed ensemble of a classifiers-based approach, on the other hand, uses a more advanced
learning algorithm called dLEARNIN, inspired strongly by
Learn++ [18], [20] which, in turn, has been shown to perform
more effective data fusion than standard approaches.
Several approaches in pattern recognition have been developed for data fusion, for which ensemble-based approaches
constitute a relatively new breed of algorithms. Traditional
methods are generally based on probability theory (Bayes
theorem, Kalman filtering), or decision theory such as the
Dempster–Schafer (DS) theory and its many variations. The
majority of these algorithms has been developed in response
to the needs of military applications, most notably, target
detection and tracking [21]–[23]. Ensemble of classifiers-based
approaches seek to provide a fresh and more general solution
for a broader spectrum of applications. Such approaches include simpler combination schemes, such as majority vote,
threshold voting, averaged Bayes classifier, maximum/minimum rules, and linear combinations of posterior probabilities
[24], [25]. More complex data-fusion schemes are also widely
used, including ensemble-based variations of DS, template
matching, neural and fuzzy systems, and stacked generalization [26]–[33]. Another related approach to data fusion using
classifier combination schemes is input decimation: the use
of different feature subsets in multiple classifiers [32], [33].
Input decimation can be useful in allowing different modalities,
such as Fourier coefficients and pixel averages, to be naturally
grouped together for independent classifiers [32]. Input decimation can also be used to lower the dimensionality of the
input space by weeding out features that do not carry strong
discriminating information [33].
Learn++ has been shown to be a useful addition to this list
of techniques [18], [20] and provides a more general structure
capable of using a variety of different classifier architectures,
and has the ability to combine their outputs for the following:
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1) a stronger overall classifier;
2) incremental learning;
3) multisensor data fusion.
In this paper, we demonstrate the use of dLEARNIN, a version of Learn++ modified for intrusion detection, as a strong
classifier, and more important, to achieve effective data fusion
for intrusion detection; however, it could be applied for adaptive
incremental learning as well, which is very relevant to a network
traffic scenario.
C. Cost Minimization Approaches
Different costs are associated with different errors in intrusion detection. However, most of the pattern recognition and
machine-learning algorithms applied to intrusion detection
have not been geared toward minimizing the cost of the errors.
Ad-hoc methods are often used to pick classifiers or algorithm
parameters until low cost is achieved; however, the algorithms
do not explicitly employ any strategies to directly minimize the
cost.
Apart from intrusion detection, several other applications,
such as biometric recognition, etc. have different costs associated with different errors. However, most often, unprincipled
ad-hoc techniques are used to deal with these costs. Slightly
more principled techniques include using the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves or precision-recall curves
and choosing a desired operating point. However, this works
only for two class problems, such as verification problems in
biometric recognition [34] and there are no fully developed
extensions of ROC curves to multiple classes [35]. Algorithms,
such as cost-sensitive Adaboost [36], have also been proposed;
however, if the involved costs vary, they require retraining the
entire classification system.
Our proposed cost minimization strategy dCMS, briefly introduced in [37], provides a principled approach that
1) can deal with multiple class problems;
2) is a simple post-training step and, hence, does not require
retraining of classifiers if the costs involved vary;
3) is classifier independent and can be applied to any classification system that provides a confidence score in its classification.
In this paper, we demonstrate the use of dCMS to minimize
the true object function for intrusion detection scenarios, the
classification error costs, as opposed to the error rate itself.
III. DATA FUSION: DLEARNIN
As stated before, intrusion detection naturally lends itself into
a data-fusion scenario where it is beneficial to combine information from multiple sources. Our proposed algorithm to do so,
dLEARNIN, is inspired by Learn++ [18]. Learn++ trains a multiclass ensemble of classifiers for each source of information,
and further combines these ensembles of classifiers to achieve
data fusion. dLEARNIN uses a slightly different approach. It
uses a hierarchical ensemble of a classifiers-based algorithm, as
shown in Fig. 1. We train a binary classification system for each
class—where one of the classes may be the normal traffic,
and other classes may be the different types of attacks. Each
classification system combines information from the multiple
sources of information in a similar fashion as Learn++, and
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is drawn from the training data according to
training subset
a distribution , which itself is obtained by normalizing a set of
maintained on the training data. The distribution
weights
determines which instances of the training data are more likely
. Unless a priori into be selected into the training subset
formation indicates otherwise, this distribution is initially set to
,
be uniform, by initializing
giving equal probability to each instance to be selected into the
first training subset. At each subsequent iteration , the weights
are normalized to ensure a
previously adjusted at iteration
legitimate probability distribution
(1)
Fig. 1. Layout of the proposed classification system dLEARNIN: a hierarchical
ensemble of classifiers.

these classification systems are further combined. The details
are explained next. More differences between dLEARNIN and
Learn++ will be pointed out as we proceed.
A. Learning
We will explain the learning algorithm in detail for the classification system corresponding to one class, which is repeated
for all classes. Let the different sources of information (feature
sets) available be denoted as
, where is
the total number of data sources. An ensemble of classifiers is
trained for each individual feature set and then combined. This
is because the ensemble of classifiers has been shown to provide
higher classification accuracies than single classifiers [19]. The
learning algorithm adds a new classifier to the ensemble at each
iteration. The following algorithm is the one to learn these ensemble of classifiers corresponding to each feature set, which is
repeated for all feature sets.
comThe inputs to the algorithm are 1) the training data
instances
along with their correct labels
prised of
or
, where
is the number
of features in the feature set
; 2) the validation data comprised of instances along with their correct labels
; 3) a supervised classification algorithm BaseClassifier, generating individual classifiers (henceforth, hypotheses);
and 4) an integer , the number of classifiers to be gener. The suffix will
ated in the ensemble corresponding to
be dropped here on unless ambiguous. The BaseClassifier can
be any supervised classifier, such as an MLP, a support vector
machine, or a decision tree; the only restriction is that it should
provide higher than 50% accuracy on the validation data (better
than random). MLPs were used here. In general, as increases,
the performance increases and then flattens out. On rare occasions, due to overfitting artifacts, the performance may decrease
if increases beyond a certain range. However, this is not characteristic of boosting algorithms, such as Adaboost, Learn++,
and dLEARNIN, especially due to several modifications made
to Learn++ incorporated in dLEARNIN. The value of can be
picked using cross-validation.
During the th iteration, the BaseClassifier is trained on a selected subset of the training data to generate hypothesis . This

Training subset
is drawn according to , and the Base. A hypothesis is generated
Classifier is then trained on
by the
classifier, whose error is computed on the entire validation data as the proportion of the misclassified instances
(2)
where
evaluates to 1 if the predicate holds true, and 0,
otherwise. This measure is different from that used by Learn++
where the error is computed on the training data instead of
the separate validation set . This may be necessary in scenarios
where sufficient data are not available; however, this is certainly
not the case for our application. Moreover, Learn++ uses the
to the misclassified instances
sum of the weights assigned by
as the error measure. This is not desirable because, as we will
see later, the instances with a higher weight are those that have
), or
not been learned yet (not picked in the training subset
those that are difficult to learn. So the error measure, which will,
in turn, be used to quantify the strength of the classifier, should
not be higher for misclassifying these instances (if anything, it
should be lower). Since we use a validation set to compute
a more representative error measure, we do not have access to
for these data points. Hence, we simply use the
the values of
proportion of misclassified instances in as the error measure,
which we found gives better results than the measure employed
by Learn++. As mentioned before, we insist that this error be
is accepted
less than 0.5. If this is the case, the hypothesis
and the error is normalized to obtain
(3)
If
, then the current hypothesis is discarded, and a
new training subset is selected to train a new hypothesis. All
hypotheses generated thus far are then combined using the
weighted sum rule [25] to obtain the composite hypothesis .
Let the outputs of the individual classifiers generated this far be
and , where is the positive score that can be interpreted
as the th classifier’s confidence that the instance is positive,
and is the respective negative score. and are normalized
to sum to 1. The weighted sum rule gives us
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(5)
The composite hypothesis thus becomes
(6)
now represents the ensemble decision, and classifies
where
. The weighted sum rule
an instance as positive if
used is an undemocratic but useful combination procedure: each
hypothesis is assigned a weight as the logarithm of the reciprocal of its normalized error. Therefore, those hypotheses with
smaller validation error are awarded a higher voting weight and,
thus, have more say in the final classification decision. The logvalues
arithm function is used to map a wide range of
to a smaller and more meaningful interval. This combination
rule is different than that used by Learn++, which employs a
weighted majority voting scheme. A classifier combination rule
that incorporates the confidence of the classifiers for the different classes instead of just their vote for a class clearly incorporates more information. Kittler et al. [25] present a theoretical
analysis to demonstrate that sum rules are more effective when
the classifiers to be combined have noisy outputs, while the
product rules are more effective when combining strong classifiers. Hence, at this stage in the algorithm, we use the weighted
sum rule to combine the weak classifiers. At later stages in the
algorithm, when combining stronger classification systems, we
use a weighted product rule. Moreover, we found empirically
that these weighted sum and product rules perform better than
the weighted majority voting scheme, more so since each classifier is a binary classifier.
The error of the composite hypothesis
is then computed as
the sum of the distribution weights of the training data instances
in that are misclassified by the ensemble decision
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the weight of the instances misclassified (i.e., the harder the instances or the more neglected the instances so far), the higher
their likelihood is to be picked in the next iteration. Due to this,
must be computed based on the training data and not a valiis not used to quantify the strength
dation dataset. And since
of a classifier in any way, this is appropriate.
Once all of the classifiers are generated for this th feature
set, the error of this ensemble of
classifiers on its validation
is computed
data
(10)
Since the errors of the individual classifiers on the validation
data are less than 0.5, the composite error is also less than 0.5.
The normalized error is calculated as
(11)
which will be used to determine the weight of this th feature
set. Again, as with earlier error measures, these are different
from those employed by Learn++.
feature
The aforementioned procedure is repeated for all
sets and, in turn, for all classes.
B. Testing
When a test instance is presented, the scores for this instance
corresponding to each feature set for a particular class are
classifiers trained for
computed using (4) and (5) using all
each th feature set. These are combined using the weighted
product rule to obtain an aggregate score for this instance belonging to the class as follows:
(12)

(7)
(13)
, then the current hypothesis is discarded, and a
If
new training subset is selected to train a new hypothesis. If this
is not the case, the composite error is normalized to obtain
(8)
and is used for updating the distribution weights assigned to
individual instances
(9)
Equation (9) indicates that the distribution weights of the inare
stances correctly classified by the composite hypothesis
. Effectively, this inreduced by a factor of
creases the weights of the misclassified instances making them
more likely to be selected in the training subset of the next iteration.
It should be noted that (7) is computed on the training data
and not the validation data as in (2) because the value of
is used to determine which instances in the training data should
be more likely to be picked in the next iteration. So the higher

It can be seen that the contribution of each feature set is
weighted inversely as its normalized error on the validation data
and, hence, the stronger sources of information have a bigger
say in the final decision.
Learn++ uses a weighted majority voting scheme at this stage
as well, while we use the weighted product rule, which we found
to be more effective. As stated before, we use the weighted
product rule at this stage instead of the weighted sum rule as in
(4) and (5) because at this stage, the classifiers being combined
are ensemble of classifiers and, hence, are strong while they
were weak individual classifiers in (4) and (5). And as demonstrated in [25], the weighted sum rule is more robust for weak
classifiers; however, the weighted product rule is more appropriate for combining strong classifiers.
is the number of classifiers
It should be noted that if
corresponding to the th feature set and th class, then the
number of classifiers through which the test instance is run is
. The complexity of the testing depends on the
complexity of testing the individual base classifiers.
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If the costs of both errors (false positive and false negative)
for all classes were equal, the instance would be assigned to
or
since
and
sum to 1. Howclass if
ever, since there are different costs associated with different errors, this classification rule is not the optimum strategy to make
classification decisions and this threshold needs to be altered in
order to minimize the cost. For instance, if the cost of a false
positive for class is twice that of a false negative, we would
want to assign an instance of class only if we are very confident that it belongs to class . Otherwise, we would rather err
on the side of a false negative since it has a lower cost. So we
would want to assign an instance to class only if
for instance. A principled understanding of this is provided by
the Bayes classification rule for costs [38]. The goal is to incorporate such intelligence in making this final classification decision, and gearing it toward minimizing the cost of errors instead
of maximizing the classification rate, since cost is the true performance metric.
IV. COST MINIMIZATION: DCMS
In order to minimize the cost, we need to determine optimum thresholds for each class to which can be compared.
If we can determine these, the class corresponding to the value
that exceeds its respective threshold can be picked as the
of
classification decision. If none or multiple outputs exceed their
thresholds, voting resolution techniques, such as weighted majority voting, etc. [25] can be employed. We simply pick the
class whose score exceeds its corresponding optimum threshold
the most.
cost maHowever, the cost matrix provided to us is a
trix, and jointly determining the optimum thresholds we are
interested in is not straightforward. We first need to break the
cost matrix down into 2 2 cost matrices. The procedure for this is described next.
Since the classification system has been trained, a confusion
matrix can be computed on validation data using initial values of
confusion matrix
thresholds to be 0.5. Let the computed
be

where
is the cost of classifying an instance that belongs to
Class as Class . Here, without loss of generality, the cost of
is assumed to be zero for all classes
correct classifications
.
can
The expected cost of a false positive for Class
be computed using the aforementioned cost matrix and (15)
(15)
Similarly, the expected cost of a false negative for Class
can be computed.
Hence, we now have a 2 2 cost matrix for Class of the
form

Doing this for all classes, we can break the
cost
matrix into
cost matrices.
Having determined these 2 2 cost matrices, the problem
breaks down to individually finding optimum thresholds for
each score. The following strategy is used to determine each
threshold.
Consider class . The 2 2 cost matrix for class provides
us with the ratio of the expected cost of false positives over the
expected cost of false negatives for this class. Let this ratio be
.
Suppose the histogram of the scores for the instances that
and the histogram of
for the inbelong to class are
. For a given value
stances that do not belong to class are
of threshold
, the number of false positives and the number
and
of false negatives is given, respectively, by
.
Hence, the cost incurred for this value of the threshold
is
(16)
The optimum threshold (that minimizes the cost) is then
(17)

where
is the number of instances that belong to Class but
.
were classified as Class .
Using this confusion matrix, the probability of a misclassified
instance classified as Class actually belonging to Class (one
type of error contributing to the false positive rate for Class ),
can be computed as
(14)
Let the provided

cost matrix be

Having determined the
for all of the classes, the classification decision for a test instance is then based on these new
optimum thresholds and not 0.5. This produces a new confusion
matrix, and the aforementioned algorithm is repeated iteratively
until a convergence condition is met. In practice, we found that
the very first iteration provides the maximum boost in performance, and subsequent iterations are not necessary.
It may be useful to compare our approach to
Neyman–Pearson hypothesis testing. Our proposed approach relies on the Bayesian criterion for making minimum
risk decisions, and is hence very related to Neyman–Pearson
hypothesis testing. The Neyman–Pearson approach is more
appropriate in scenarios (often binary classification problems)
is
where the maximum allowable false positive rate
known, and we wish to maximize the detection rate given this
constraint. For the multiclass intrusion detection problem that
has a cost matrix associated with it, the explicit criterion that
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should be minimized is the cost per instance, which lends itself
naturally into the Bayesian criterion for making minimum risk
parameter for each class is not
decisions. Determining the
intuitive in this setting.
V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
The experiments were conducted on the MIT-DARPA intrusion detection database [14], also used at the KDD 1999 context [13]. To our knowledge, it is the only publicly available intrusion detection dataset. It is a 41-feature database with more
than five million data points. The 41 features can be grouped
into three groups: intrinsic (9), traffic (13), and content (19) features. There are five classes: four for different types of networks
attacks—DenialOfService (DOS), Probe, UserToRoot (U2R),
RootToLocal (R2L), and one normal traffic.
Three sets of experiments were conducted:
1) to evaluate the effectiveness of dLEARNIN for data fusion
for intrusion detection;
2) to evaluate the effectiveness dCMS for cost minimization
for intrusion detection;
3) to compare our performance to performances of other pattern recognition approaches to intrusion detection reported
in literature on this dataset.
The dLEARNIN algorithm was used to obtain five trained
classification systems—each of which is designed to recognize
the five classes. Each system was capable of combining information from the three sources of information available. For each
source, 15 MLP neural networks were trained. The five classification systems were combined using dCMS. The cost matrix
used was as provided with the dataset
Probe

Fig. 2. Results obtained using our information fusion algorithm. It can be seen
the cost per instance incurred using dLEARNIN is lower than that obtained by
any individual feature set alone, or a naive concatenation of features.

Normal

Probe

Normal
A. Data Fusion
To demonstrate the effectiveness of data fusion with
dLEARNIN, we compare the cost per instance obtained using
dLEARNIN to the individual feature sets alone. This was
accomplished by using dLEARNIN for each individual feature
. We
set, as if there was only one source of information
also compared the performance of data fusion by dLEARNIN
to naive concatenation of features. Again, dLEARNIN was
used on the feature sets concatenated, and treated as a single
source of information. The cost minimization strategy dCMS
was not used in order to demonstrate the data-fusion effects
only.
The dataset was randomly split into 0.3 million data points
for training and validation, and the rest for testing. The experiment was repeated 50 times with random splits of training, validation, and testing data, and the results obtained were summarized in Fig. 2. The average performance as well as the 95%
confidence intervals are shown. It can be seen that data fusion

Fig. 3. Results obtained using our proposed cost minimization strategy. The
cost incurred drops significantly by applying dCMS.

with dLEARNIN provides better results than any of the individual feature sets and the naive concatenation, with statistical
significance.
B. Cost Minimization
In order to demonstrate the effectiveness of the cost minimization strategy dCMS, we compare the results obtained using
dLEARNIN alone, to that obtained by using dLEARNIN followed by dCMS. Again, the dataset was randomly split into 0.3
million data points for training and validation, and the rest for
testing, and the experiment was repeated 50 times. The results
obtained are summarized in Fig. 3. It can be seen that using
dCMS can significantly reduce the costs incurred.
C. Comparison to State of the Art
The MIT-DARPA dataset [14] was used at the KDD’99 [13]
context for a given split of training and testing data, and since
then, several machine-learning algorithms have been applied to
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TABLE I
COMPARISON OF OUR RESULTS TO THOSE OF OTHER
ALGORITHMS REPORTED IN LITERATURE

formal analysis of the KDD dataset split would provide some insights into the difference in the distributions of the training and
test data as provided. This would give us a better insight into
what statistical pattern recognition paradigms are appropriate
for this dataset, and which ones are not. Finally, the capabilities
of Learn++ and dLEARNIN to learn incrementally and adaptively are very relevant to intrusion detection where the properties of the network traffic change dynamically. This should be
further investigated.
VII. CONCLUSION
Our proposed algorithm addresses two characteristics of an
intrusion detection problem. First, intrusion detection has much
to gain from combining information from multiple sources of
information in a meaningful way; and second, the true objective
function to be minimized in an intrusion detection scenario is
the cost of classification errors, and not the error rate itself. An
ensemble of classifiers approach dLEARNIN was successfully
implemented for intrusion detection to achieve efficient data fusion. The results obtained surpassed the best results reported
thus far using pattern recognition algorithms for intrusion detection. A cost minimization strategy dCMS was applied to the
outputs of the data-fusion algorithm, which reduced the cost per
instance incurred with a statistically significant margin.

this split. For comparison, we run our proposed algorithm on the
same split, and Table I [15] provides a comparison between the
cost per instance value achieved using our algorithm and some
of the best values reported in the literature. Several other algorithms and approaches have also been applied, however, only
on subsets of the available data and, hence, do not form fair
grounds for comparison here. It can be seen that the proposed
algorithm dLEARNIN provides the best results reported so far,
and with dCMS added on, the results further improve. It can also
be seen that dLEARNIN provides better results that Learn++
using comparable paramters. It should be noted that although we
achieve state-of-the-art results on the KDD dataset, the cost per
instance values are much higher than those shown in Figs. 2 and
3, where the data were split randomly into training and testing.
This indicates that the split of data into training and testing as
provided by the KDD contest has significantly different distributions for training and testing data, which is hard for most statistical pattern recognition algorithms to learn. Our own initial
analysis indicates this, and this is further confirmed by a more
thorough analysis provided by [39].
VI. FUTURE WORK
There are several avenues for future work that we are pursuing. The different classifiers combined at different stages of
dLEARNIN through sum and product rules are trained on different subsets of data and often on different features. Hence,
they are likely to have different statistical properties, and their
outputs are not directly comparable. So a transform that accounts for these differences in statistical properties and gives
us better estimates of posterior probabilities to be used for more
effective classifier combination rules is desirable. Also, other
base classifiers can be used instead of MLPs. A thorough and
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