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Review of Image Steganalysis Based on Deep Learning
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Abstract:  Steganography and steganalysis are one of the research hotspots in the field of information security. The abuse of
steganography has caused many potential safety hazards. For example, illegal elements use steganography for covert communications to
carry out terrorist attacks. The design of traditional steganalysis methods requires a large amount of prior knowledge, and the steganalysis
methods based on deep learning use the powerful representation learning ability of the network to autonomously extract abnormal image
features, which greatly reduces human participation and achieves good results. To promote the research of steganalysis technology based
on deep learning, this study analyzes and summarizes the main methods and work in the field of steganalysis. Firstly, this study analyzes
and compares the differences between traditional steganalysis and deep learning-based steganalysis. Furthermore, according to the
different training methods, the steganalysis models based on deep learning are divided into two categories: semi-learning steganalysis

model and full-learningsteganalysis model. The network structure and detection effect of various types of steganalysis based on deep
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learning are introduced in detail. In addition, the challenges that the adversarial samples pose to deep learning security are analyzed and
summarized, the detection method of adversarial samples is expounded based on steganalysis. Finally, this study summarizes the pros and
cons of existing steganalysis models based on deep learning and discusses its development trends.

Key words: steganography; steganalysis; convolution neural networks; deep learning; adversarial examples
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Fig.1 General process of steganography
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Fig.3 LSB steganography process
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Fig.4 Adaptive steganography process
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Table 2 Comparison of different datasets
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BOWS2 10 000 8 R 512x512 PGM
UCID 1338 24 F 512x384/384x512 TIF
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JZ W 2 AT
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21 BETFREMEEZIBRE SRR
2015 4F,Qian 25 A\ T —FhH7 i B 2%, Bk & GNCNN(Gaussian-Neuron CNN), &l 6 & GNCNN [ 45 5 1%
BN CEER Al IO AL

Softmax/z
SCFF IS VM) 5K SN * *
ARy KA (EC) !
AERZ
! I ¥
BRZ
‘ ‘ B
P a sy il (=l | REAE 1Y 5
A
[ e |
TR FEAE $RI FRAL 12

Fig.6 Traditional steganalysis and GNCNN structure
Kl 6 GNCNN HfE5¢E S 7 Hr 4k

% GE R RS — N TIAL B Z . 5 NGBR3 AN E R 2, TIAL B4 45 FRUZ Hh 10 45 BROAZ RS 4 i i 11
I AZ B K BB 2 15 R B I 48 AT 2% 30 X FEAS AR T B& S5 3 47 199 4% 10 VIl 5, T L
AL B G A5 BB BR80T B ARYE (S R TP 76 S50 b R b in N T [ 5 19 o 38 96 9 1% 1) GNICNIN
W 2% £ 1| 2530 3 AN k2 S R4 00 A A T B 2 P B LA G 1 o B 1 W 4% iy T 4 0 v 3 B e % I
FFENE B2 b ik 22 5 B s R Ak 25 5 75 0k e Ak 22 BB A5 8., 5 UM 2 3t LA AU 25 JiT LAE GNCNN i fif
FH 1 373t A 48 1 ok k2D 5k 25 45 B 1 2 K .Qian AR I 'S M 78 (R R A3 T TS R L ARG B2 R )
ReLU ¥ B 5. 20 K J&2 GNCNN F i % FH e 30 0% B 3.

X2

F(x)=1-¢ < ®)
FCr, oo FH AR 7 8 R 00 2 5 P 2 A% 2 3CRT LR SO 0/ R i N e 41— A TE 0, OF HLIZ A 0T R St
JE B URAE VR B2 0 2% o I 2% ) 445 1R 0 iy 44 5 GNCNIN 072 QianNet B 5 73 BT A58
XA [FHIR N T 10 23 3 B 3@ 1 B 5 50325 GNCNIN [/ R B L 36 3.
Table 3 Comparison of experimental results under different steganography algorithms of

traditional steganalysis and GNCNN
#& 3 GNCNN S1& GRS A fE AT a5 5705 S 45 300t

BPP HUGO WOWO S-UNIWARD
GNCNN | SRM [ SPAM | GNCNN | SRM | SPAM | GNCNN | SRM [ SPAM
BOSSbase
0.3 33.8% 20.6% | 42.9% 34.3% 31.2% | 42.2% 35.9% 343% | 40.0%
0.4 28.9% 252% | 39.1% 29.3% 257% | 38.2% 30.9% 29.3% | 35.1%
0.5 25.7% 21.4% | 35.7% 24.8% 22.1% | 34.9% 26.3% 24.8% | 30.6%
ImageNet database
04 [ 336% [ 325% | - [ 341% [ 347% | - | 347% | 344% | -

T 3 K550 45 R i r LU HY GNCNN (R 3 AL T SPAM #2951 SRMLAE #5265 509 | 63

© TEBREEEEIEDT  htp/ www. jos. org. cn



AR FATREFINERRE S A 559

JLIXRE AN Z A BEAG 1N (bit per pixel, fi Ak BPP) 4 Th, ]IV 5 45 58 R 18 I < 2805 T 45 b i N RO B 8 45 L 1
T, B 5 43 BT R HE A % 5t 2 Bk 5 . BOS Sbase J& 10 000 5K 28 5t a1 A< B B 4L it 1) %2 T BOHi 46546 3 il B
— A7 1 ImageNet " EHs A8 I iy TG Do o Ko R P A1 A, 70 R I B 5 43 T 1 ,GNICNN L4855 SRME A R s SR
AFH $1T 7E BOSSbase Hdi 4R b, i K s WA & I:GNCNN ALAL L SRM IR AS I LE 4 341K 3%~5%; 174
TR P Phom 8 O 2 M HR &E M 5 ,GNCNN 5 SRM 14 B 55 460 I 7K P AR 3 2 IR R AR ¢ B R I B 5
R PR AN ] 3 2 1) B A DRI e HLAD 5 A5 B S 2, DR W R IR 6 5t 8 o A %1 199 8% 19 2 > 1Y) 2 B
SRR AR F oA B T R BE 2% ST I BS 23 H1 1 5 ,GNCNN - H - W) 25458 0 8 4 197 SR 4 B S A T I VR 3R B A7
15 SR BRAE.
2016 4F,Xu 25 A$2HH T Xu-Net! ™9 4% Xu-Net 75 9 45 HE4L EAT SR H T GNCNN (1) 159 2 444 K5 510, 19 6
H R FH 4 SR A AR AR Dol 5 222 PEIAG AR JEL 118 25 SR TR A o 8% s V2 o 17— A [l 5 1) vl e 12, B0 KV A% A A
TUALPLJZ, R s,
-1 2 -2 2 -1
2 6 8 -6 2
Ky =% -2 8 -12 8 =2 )
2 6 8 -6 2
-1 2 2 2 -1
A3 (O)F R MIEBAZ L SRMIPEY 30 A e 38 IR A% T Bk 32k H ok 10, 70 DX 4 o A B 80 B 5 4% P8 L
A BT ROR . T 8 B A AL — Tl L o R ) 45 4 IR T DA A B R R A R R R T A R 2R B,
A A5G 23 AT R TR T A 258 R R AR 3% 2 T 8 3 A e TR 81 4 1 455 W R A, AT 245 B B2 5 20 B A 2 B A
HiAG I, 25 AN [7] PR DI AZ AE AL BEAH ) (0 550 P A AN TR O RCR
M 4 TR EE A o) LU H:Xu-Net 55 SRM (EHH 7] (B2 S T7vE T HAT AT B R I 8OR, #2288 1% 4e i
SRM Jy 9%, I HLiz 37 i 17 [ RF S 3 T VR 15 2% > (1) GNCNNICH G I35k S Xu-Net (1948 H 15 556 45 1, 1 o
BT IR IS i B 22l A S AL GE S ) pr A b AT i i
Table 4 Comparison of detection accuracy of Xu-Net and SRM on S-UNIWARD and HILL
% 4 Xu-Net 5 SRM fF S-UNIWARD 5 HILL F#EffiZ %t Lk

BPP (%)
Algorithm 0.1bit/pixel 0.4bit/pixel
CNN SRM CNN SRM
S-UNIWARD 57.33 59.25 80.24 79.53
HILL 58.44 56.44 79.24 75.24

Xu-Net 45 HAJ5 20 00 T Ak 312 11 5k 22 i AN 75 45 5 AT 00T 0 XPAR HL S5 355 JE ORI e 38 1 MG
J2 K F¥8 I ABS(absolute layer) 22 K ICSICREAE P 153 B, MUK TG 355 S 1§70 1K) Z46 /8 1) 1 17 DX i) 5 I BN )2
(batch normalization layer)iE AT b AL B A 153 Il S5 E50 i 55 & 1F 2% 70 A1 XA T LASR TH I i 1 JAg S50 A T DL JeE
G U N R BAH P55 R o of FE AR I, 5 B R 45 SR B N R B /ML 5 5 R Ix 1 IS B R AR A B4R
,IF AL 1R R LA 11 DL

2017 48, Xul*7E Jf 47 Xu-Net FEfill L3R H T — Rl LT JPEG 181 5 40 #7 N 4%, 96 % 9 Xu-Net-JPEG, K 1]
20 J2 1A AU 24 IE B T R B 2 ) I 4% T LA 52 2% A o O TR AE (K B 5S 40 T Jik, T B AT B TR Y
5% LU T FEE 1) 2% T 25 ) B I I 5 g s 3k T o) 28 465 A MR [ 1) DCT P A% FHRE i T 4L 1 B P W62, 0 7 B i
(10 25 AR 25 A8 194 45 1 VI 2 F 1 JIH 55 R B0l Mol 5 A8 10 475 490, 7 I 45 v SR T 55 ResNeet A ] ) k482 &5 403X AE
Ji 45 (1] SRNet S i th 5 41 i f) % BE . 7] 4K, Chen %5 A 18I 7F Xu-Net (560l R4 —Fhaly 5 TPEG A I8 40 (1 45
RS S #T 4% VNet 5 PNet(VNet 45 #4557 HRE FE AR+ PNet AH 258 /N). VNet AMUHTH T Xu-Net H 1) il
b ¥R ) GO AE HLAEA BRI I T 3 AN BB AR A Ay ] 5 P Ak B ), 43 ) hy R v 38 Y A% (point high-pass filter)
THEIKSF Gabor BEBE IR 4k B Gabor JEIRAZ, I LA 3] 88 AT Uy ) R R (VB 5 0 L S T 9 O A
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TETRAL B 2 ke B HEAL ) (145 B PNet 55 VNet f % T DCTR S5 5B S 73 BT (¥ 9 56 S 1R, 76 ) 2 HE 48 rh B i
TNT JPEG FHA K AR B, Y LA 2 5 B0l 10 475 W LA 8, AN T4 T B "5 A DK 2.

KA JPEG S it 238 8x8 (15 3 70 HLAt: oy JEAik B A .00, 8 DA A TPEG By L5 Bl (1) R A #S R A
BRI DI I R M AR A A A AR Ik AH A A0S JPEG BB A B 1K) UEAT BE v 5 B I X R T UL U
b 3 e ) A A 5 AR R P PR A A, AT 8 T A8 6 5 2 A 7R (1 7 8 47 A SCHIR[50-51,56] 7 mT LKL 3]
HRTR] B AT

M T 10 2 53 T LA o ML AR 28l iZ B A2 0 T RAE N 64 SR A DCT R A 4e ik
R AIE P (— 5K EIARER — AN HIRL), X B 2 VNet B2 PNet 38 ] T 45Uk K 5 70 #r 1 2 22 Jit PR VINet 285 82 73 120 A6
e 2 R 45 2 B AE B GRS TN — AL AME I 2% HEAT UITZR(PNet T8N 64 NI4T 1 M 25 b AT I 45), 5 I
o N AR SR I A H P ) R
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Fig.7 Phase split module
K7 FHIAL S B

2018 4, Yedroudj 25 NHEH T — AR H] Alex-Net!" #1211 4%, I 1 %4 4 Yedroudj-Net.i% M 4435 H 1 1
ZE 1) SRM H (1 B A7 v B 8 30 A%, HL T A DB I A A T AN 22 15 I 2 )1 et A% (%) & ) 7% 3% Yedroud;j-Net 74 %)
K EiH) EY Xu-Net Fl Ye-Net! £ 7E AR /DARBIAL, AL B2 R 5 Ye-Net A 30 Ay h% B[ (1) 2
Ye-Net ) TiAL#E 2 51 Z50d #2. Yedroud;-Net 75 B 25 Ak 212 I LA 4% 280 |55 Xu-Net #% 4 AHABL # R H
T 4 )ZE 5L E WAL 2 Yedroudj-Net &8 T Ye-Net 455 #1 $i tH (1) % Wt B 3% p& 2L (truncation activation
function, & FX TLU), I FL7E &G W H B 483580 K T 3 )24 1E# )2  Yedroudj-Net 15 SRM,Xu-Net Fl Ye-Net
RS 23T L WL 5.

Table 5 Comparison of detection error of Yedroudj-Net and other steganalysis models

%5 Yedroudj-Net 15 HAth Fa 5 HE R [ 12 4 26 % L

0, 0,
A 43 7 _ WOW (%) 5 . S UNIWARD (%) _
0.2bi1t/pixel 0.4b1t/pixel 0.2bi1t/pixel 0.4b1t/pixel
SRM+EC 36.5 2565 36.6 24.7
Yedroudj-Net 27.8 14.1 36.7 22.8
Xu-Net 324 20.7 39.1 27.2
Ye-Net 33.1 23.2 40.0 31.2

Yedroudj-Net 7 Xu-Net 15 Ye-Net fj2Efl - FEAK T 7 AN 70 sl A 280X 2 U iZ M 45 75 Xu-Net 125
FAill EAEH T SRM H R 30 ANIE AR AE A R I T AL HZ AT Ye-Net b [k W sos st 8 (BN S8 B s 1) 3 /=54
TERE R AT A5 M 45 IR SI0H B ARG, B 5 2 BN FUREAC I Be ik A Yedroudj-Net 9 2% 1 BEfili | Deng 45 A 71 2019
SRR Yk A SR O 25 AT 5 TN BE TR FE 2 2D 10 55 43 A U8R, O L g 17 3 2% ) 4% 1y ol 45 3k B 7 1 et
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PR R AT T B ARTE 551 J7 A A0 77 30 355 B 194 8 sl L 5 1A T 0 57 O ROCR.
22 EFTEMNEHFFIREHITRE

2017 4F,Zeng 45 NUHH YCHE H — ol IR B8 2 21 (AU B 5 B2 5 43 W BB (J B Zeng’s model).Zengs
model 145K 25 AN E H) DCT Fffi A o PRIAL BE 2 00 S50 P 45 AT Ab PR 28 0 0UAL BE 2 i A9 31— A 25 )2
IR AIE P&, P SO 55 DCTR R A 7] PR B A AR T )28 88 i g T e 2 ek T 5 6 A 45 47F 110 2.5 30 T P g LA IR
TN Xu-Net S5 ABLR 5 W 45 th 43 32 55 0 J B 25 AN IS8 S IR BE A 125 1K) — 45 BdEAT 21
W U\ A T 4 St AT )31

M 6 [¥) Zeng’s model 15 oAb K& 5 3 B A5 RS L P S 56 5 5 AT LU H:Zeng’s model 1AM KRS A %< L i
LT DCTR H.I%Z5 T PHARM; HL 4R Xu-Net 15 8 7E 5% 1k A\ % (bit per non-zero AC DCT coefficient, fi] #X bpnzac)
NI RCRIFAS AR AE A UE W T 3 TR 2 o B 'S 23 A A AN B B0 S AN SR A R D 8 ). Zengs
model ¥ H L, WARE T FE IR BE 27 >3 BT i s oK 530 A8 IR0 B 5 20 A 3K — A g ke Sk A, 004 Jim K 0 A0
BT R T FE .

Table 6 Comparison of detection error of Zeng’s model and other steganalysis models
%R 6 Zeng’s model 5 HA B 5 o AT (1) R4S 6] Lk
bpnzac (%)

Model 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
Xu-Net 497 475 46.2 43.6
DCTR 482 44.9 423 382
Zeng’s model 48.2 43.7 40.2 355
PHARM 47.5 43.8 39.1 33.2

2018 4, Zeng ™ N AE Zeng’s model [5ER F4E H —Fiokt TPEG 382 th il ok 25 38 B % I, i 3EA T I 5 A6 00
R, 2 18 21 K B 1D 199 28 ANANCHE DA I 5, 0 L 25 A 153 0 4% R UK 22 IR U AR A5 R D Ji A Zeng’s model b7 5EER
F10 0 5 4 TR WAL e o) 00 WA A BE 15 K 1 %, B0 G T Zeng’s model A T 8k 2 42 Tt

2018 4F,Li 2 AU —Fh 44 4 ReST-Net [45H), 1% M 4% 7F Xu-Net B8R FER 2 bl & 08 5 W 4 JUAE,
Kl Inception!”" 4544 ReST-Net A5 2@ it 3 A7 487 (¥ 47, i LAFRELE 22 (1 48 3o 70 4k B2 1) PR A5 R AE AR 7] 11
TR R Sigmoid. ReLU. TanH iX 3 2 & AN A 41 & U7 2 BN, DLSR IR A AN Al 45 1 1 30 % B 15 1,
NI A 22 J7 TH SR B B 5 IR 728 ReST-Net 1) 3 Ffr - 0 25 5% I AN [7] 1) 8 3 2% : Subnet# ] L 16 MR SHA G KD
A 6x6 [f] Gabor Y& IZAE A TALFLZ ;Subnet#2 3£ 16 FrASE ) SRM JEBAZ AR A —Fh &t (1 AL 21y X
Subnet#3 M| 56K FH SRM 118 5 A% 33E AT 28 P Ab B, P K 45 28 (30 T Ak 1A 5 N B 28 S AS [) £ B2 e & 3o 1) SRM i i
N AT AR 2R P AL PE, 55 R it 14 S JEER PR AE K.

IR 7 (K596 45 R AL ReST-Net A & ReST-Net [f] 3 AN 7 W ALK M AERA R _EAHK T Xu-Net #7F
PR kS

Table 7 Comparison of accuracy of Xu-Net and ReST-Net with subnets
F 7 ReST-Net I T M4 5 Xu-Net #fEffi %4 b
S-UNIWARD (BPP) (%)

CNN scheme 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Xu-Net 5733 66.67 73.68 80.24 83.54
Subnet#1 66.42 69.58 76.13 84.62 85.87
Subnet#2 64.15 68.73 76.44 84.28 86.17
Subnet#3 60.24 66.37 74.75 84.28 86.17
ReST-Net 65.67 71.35 78.78 85.44 87.93

f£ ReST-Net H,Li i\ &, A [A] Subnet 2 18] (R 2 &t 4 5%F B 5 0 BT I UE AR SR 72 A5 AN —FE ) 3% i ReST-Net K
Bans 6 FhAs [F] A I 41 45 07 =X
) PCRH—AT MWL FEH Gabor. SRM i Ml SRM FELEMEIE I AZ (K 3 T B A 1 4.
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2) 5070 DAL R F T 48 5 A AN R 1R AN SR F Gabor 6 2.

3) R ReST-Net # Subnet#1 5 Subnet#2 414

4)  RJH ReST-Net H' Subnet#1 5 Subnet#3 414

5)  XJH ReST-Net # Subnet#2 5 Subnet#3 414

6) K 4 ANIFAT TG KRR Subnet#l 53 AN T 45,5 Subnet#2 A1 Subnet#3 J: [F] 4 .

FEZE 8 I Al s B P X AR AR LI 18 B ReST-Net £ I 2k 4 I % 1) 1655 590248 2 S-UNIWARD. 4}
FFE 1 P55, B Y 245 SR 1) J2 B0 U8 A sk (AN AE FH — A 7 T 45 IsF 3 B o 8 ) AL I M 28 B AN
FRI A 1 R it DA, Fok &5 TR 3 B 5 6 194 4% 50 22 A 0 A0 SR AT 22 19 4 R BB AN 3 A8 380 4 A i
1iff 26 1R 3 K AN W S8 (H S T R DR S 1 TR 45 8 38 0 0% YR T L ASE 75 19X % 1) WS S50 32 T 1 ReST-Net 7% S FIX AN Jif
BRL, 3 B AU A e ) ) B e s A 3 AN R 5.

Table 8 Detection accuracies of six cases of subnets are used (%)
T8 6 AT ML 1A A 2. (%)

Case 1 1I 1T IV \Y VI X
0.1bit/pixel 61.95 60.91 64.48 63.12 64.72 67.13 65.67
0.4bit/pixel 82.76 81.85 84.93 84.49 84.07 85.73 85.44

2.3 FEIFEENGE

LB 5 AR SRS TR K SRME (1308 A% B [ S 1R A B 5 BN 9 286 1R F A B P o 1
BAREAT KO PR, I 52 FC PSR N IOBCE S8 784 M SRM X AR IR BE 27 53 a5 43 BT IR R o, PR AROR AR 2 2 )
SRAT I IR B D AT YN GR10%65-66.68.69.T2 76,78 iy Jt v g Wi 1 A S B 5 43 T SR (0 0 i

A7 2540, A 5 MO J3E 27 30 [ 199 485 AN W7 E5 a0k 5 35 3 T 10y 9 4 A0 AT £ 5028 . Qian M 1 T
X TR RR T R BE 2% > 48 500 05 sCREAT IR 2% 20 )08 T It AR (045 55 M0 089 8 S5 45 41 O 8 190 208 R A B S5
IS FH AR 455 .Qian 55 A T by T4 28 100 23% 1 DI R A7 0 — PR BEATLAE AR o L b 5 25 50 3 BG4 R £ R,
TR 2 2] J5 85, AR AR G5 20 M U i S R AR 20 A R SR B S A AT R T A R AR B R A ST i E
REIL RS 2 2 0 o B EUVF 2 (K ORI R AN S e, ol T A B R O AR 2 I R 2 SR A R R
0. 1bit/pixel +£ 42 HAR (R IE N 5,500 7 by 3 200 2% 45 g i AL S ) i il 3 2 TR DAy 3 3o o i 472 B0 BRAG 21 10 45 3¢ 1)
72 S FFL AR B 45 R A AR R0 T A YR I R 1) o 8, Qian 211 17 53 Ab— B IT R 2% 20 Uy 125, R B 5 43 17 I 2% DA e
TN IR A o 2 ) B D23 3800 P 15 0 PR 2 T 1) 22 57 R 5 s L VIR I 1) I 45 3T 8 BUAIG kN
A AR 22 ) R KA T LA R0 D I R B AS B I T8), 382 v B 2 A 2R ) A I AR AE S Chen th 1
PNet F i 7T AL (HAE UED K5 H% EIIZR BT R 2] J-UNIWARD [ 5 Sk 10 B 5 E 2 Bt
LS, HAE TR ORI % G B S 20 #r (R Asr I R
3 £FIRELMN

FEAT oPofg e 42 2 5 3 MR, 4 27 50 I 2% 0 SR A I Rl R vy FAR B )22 v ) 2 B BB A 0 45 5 1)
et ST A AT P 47 T 285 1) SRR 0 DAy YR R I 2 TR 5 5 2 o) 4 A Y
31 ETRENBHEFIRE RS

2014 4, Tan 55 NBUE YOk RS 5 BT 15 TR 2 STAR G5 45 WO 7 86 TR BE 2 ST I B S 43 B B ikl Ok HLghix
Tolt 169 265 25 K AT PR 4 TanNet. 1% W 25 458 3L AT 4 248,50 5 i 3 2B B2 R — A i B 2 41 45 1T . Tan 42
T3 RN RV T 58 R AE DR R B 2 20 55 B2 5 0 A AN 46 45 T 125 R T AT R S A b

D) BBLIRILER 1R BRI I SRM AT 5 T 3 BEAN [R) BB A% 19 4745, Tan A 38 1 2R BEAL AT 46 46 1)

BRI AR N Tk B B ROR S 4 AT e,
2)  AEHIEB LA 1 )R B DR P 3T LUBE W 4R 1 G B %),
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3)  AFHIEBRZAE I WIAAE | JE B FRFI DL KA R ST B s 2t 5 A BIR)E.

#F BOSSBase $(#i% T 4 HUGO HiE MW a5 5 kxt Lk 3 MBS gk T 6180 0.4bit/pixel [ LR SETG.
VIR — AN B S A3 BT 02 A5 1 40, T ZEAE R I B 4R EIaRAS i B RV .

% 9 J& TanNet®/f1 SPAM. SRM 7E4L 4 St 4 [ [k 45

Table 9 Comparison detection error of different proposals in TanNet
F 9 TanNet N [A] 5 iR L

ERWES EPNES ERNES SPAM SRM
0.48 0.43 0.31 0.42 0.14

M 9 Y9 s 25 RnT LA 58 3 07 AT VA B (R AT SPAML X Ry TR 4 R /b i) A% 48 e 5 43 i
T ALK R LRI T 9%.3 PRI 77 2643 3 3 20 AN 7] iR Btk 150 1 9 29 2R AR 5 BT 5 43 A 1R O O i
ORI R B DB WL FI I a5 A0 mT LA THAS B0 7 e o 22 AR AR T LU 0 9 SRML T 5 38 2 A7 I AN B 3Z AR
SEREE S S HRAE T P 4 G 2 R I 45 & 5 20 A OUIE B TR BE 2 ST X BB AR 2 T DA 7R R 'S 43
Br BRI BT T ARKIRE A I A S SRM ) — AN (E R £ R0 255 580 b LU Bt AR 2 5 4208
A )

2017 4E,Ye % NUVHEIN T Ye-Net W4, HE2KALZE N SRM A (K RFE SR I b B9 % 15 VR FE 2 > I 4 45 1,
FIH] SRM K 30 A~ e il S P AZ 3L 7] TAE ARG 13 3] 1 — 5KIB &k 30 1 5% 25 8 n TG K FUBON B2 5 23 17 k) 4%
FPREAT U G, Lk 26 AT DUAT Aoty o) B 2 RS B IR ZE A5 R AR 2% 18 O 2 ) R IR A R R R,
FI RN 0 25 K AR SRM. o (1 T 54 72 B AGOR S B A 0 e 1y D V&

AALAE SR ZE NI T 2% 2 IR DB B, 110 HARE T A Xu-Net i) 99 24 1 17 0 5 0 o6 5 i 32
H T — PB4 7 8 T (truncated linear unit, [ #K TLU)BEAE 260 H U7 SRM H (3R BT #/E. TLU b B LA 5
B 3 2 5 5 W R 3 A WSS B R SR R IX AT AR G 0 R RRUS (R AR I BT T 4 X MR A TE Ye-Net
P 2% o A VAN T (L T LA S SR AR T TIL U Vs e 2, S0 2 e 7 {68 e 5 i 8 32 R A B8 5 SRR T ) =
JC STC Zm At ik N 15 21 1) e 75 5% 22 MR s A7 A1 0 (1 = Jo VB BRI TLU B 80) BLAE 2% TR 7E+1 3T 2
=1 BRI A8 AT LA 280 2 ) 3 G R AT B B e 45 2 o 50 AR A S, B 4 B — AN 4 ) B /ML

T, x<-T
FX)=9%x, -T<x<T (10)
T, x>T
A(10)7E TLU pRER AR T 1R b B8, R 280 (KT T A EUE U A TR R B AN 0 b
B B G 0, Bi7 1 B A T 22 S R OKL36 10 3t T 19 BAR S (G HEAT 1.
Table 10 Comparison of experimental detection error of
TLU and ReLU activation functions on Ye-Net
% 10 £ Ye-Net It TLU 55 ReL U i R &L 1 SE 56 15 K 46 45 RS Le

oy TLU
RS RelU = =7 T
WOow 02136 0.198 2 0.196 6 02170
S-UNIWARD 0.293 7 0.2540 0.262 4 02990
HILL 0297 1 0276 1 02812 0.295 5

WIEAE 3 LGRS Jy i b K R B S A I SR E T L HETLU 3065 30 ReLU 305 BBE T=o0

N, VR AR FE A AT 1) AR AR R IR A2 2 T=oolN, TLU 30T R B0 R I 2t Je — AR M BB T . TLU 38005 iR B
T B L3 92560 9 UE B AE T=3 B T=7 A 0 485 (R G 000 20 AL gt e

Ye-Net 15 UAE B 'S 43 47 W0 265 1) U S5 db i o In 7 30 3 3 40 e e, I L i K 2 S 60t Wi B X P 7 VA7 A

S AL FA, ] LS Bl 955 3 AT PN 6% S B s S S5 R 0 g 5 56 A 00 25 SR o Sk 600 0 5 5 B 2 W R A 45 5 i
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G HETEXT 1F 8 I K 5 S0 AR A 23 1 S0 5 27 b R A 5 A A 0 0 SR A

IEA, Ye-Net IRk 1 Kt G2 XTI LA 28 0 2% 1R I o 7 2 KR i, DR RASE () 52 6 A A ) AR T Y
NG RE e AE WOWES | SCUNIWARDP, HILLPSUX Fh 5L 145 18 1 B 5 098 (R R -, Ye-Net Az Hoxw)
{143 I 5% 2 g A6 00 56 0 LA S8 RO FA9BE B T SRM T maxSRM2™) S IR o i VR 85 2 > (B 5 /0 T B o —
YO A% e 1K B 5 70 A RO IX AR FE TR 8 2% 20 1R B 5 3R e i sl i) LR AR A DI 2 X 45 (¥ 72 P, Ye-Neet
SKFH B0 5 R B 7 0 I I E AR S b AR B T M (batch gradient descent, fifi 7 BGD)®2, 1 2 5% 1 AdaDeltal® 4 6
JER B AR %

FESCRR[71170, Ye 55 AR AR 7 T S e BT BRI kb DINZRAR KN TR a5 R — 2 1
PRI R SPNAVIVIE R NP S I

Tablell Detection error comparison of Ye-Net, SRM and MaxSRMd2 under data enhancement
% 11 Ye-Net. SRM Fl MaxSRMd2 7 %405 B 45~ 1Y LA %5 L

F 5 Kl BOSSbase BOSSbase+BOWS2 BOSSbase+BOWS2+AUG
SRM 0.326 6 0.3228 N/A
MaxSRMd2 0.242 4 0.2325 N/A
TLU-CNN 0.336 4 0.269 3 0.198 2

7:BOSSbase 55 BOWS2 #4524 10 000 5k, AUG A £ s 4 5 T Bt

Bt I R Kodfa B (K 48 K, Ye-Net 1A 3 th 2 1 7 A2 /I8 168 T2 5 2 20 X B 5 G0,y AR P 461 du i
B T I R 1 2R R N I B B B AL MR A A 1 S L) U B o S AR SRR S
BT (I HE Al 5 B S R .

M 12 1590 S5 R Pl LU N T TLU S0 R 50 DA 0 45 R AR AEAS [ 1) 25 B 5 SR A R 52 /b
BEAR T 3 A1 20 w0 TAR GBS 2087 /2 BA SR ROR B (R AN AL T HA B S 20 B L 1 5, Ye-Net B3
(¥ A4 5 T AL T Xu-Net A58 BT filt 21 PR A I RCR R4 T AN W] A2 AESE BRI ZRad B2, Ye-Net di T-ILFitk
BRI ST A, S AT W 2 5 Hh DL SE e LA 8, SRBUAR SR 22 5% 1) AL

Table 12 Comparison of Ye-Net and other models’detection error on

different steganographic algorithms

12 Ye-Net SF MR AE A [FI B E S0E LI 008 b

5 TR SRM TLU-CNN MaxSRMd2

wow 05 01500 00538 01334
sovwan o N

0 02363 0136 1 02115

2018 4 Boroumand 45 A1 HH T —A> 48 J2 1 IR %% > 1 B 5 43 M1 25 ——SRNet, i% 9 4% FI ] T 5% 7 19
2 REAUAE S8 SRM A i B 45 AIE O 2o A5 . SRNet AT LA F 248k, 75 JPEG 3 Lt A7 AN B ¥ 2R . SRNet 1) Ji 2,
AR W T IR J3E 2 2] W48 I AN T B I 22 1 56 50 40 Tessica 1 4 15 GEBa S 23 b ST 10— 53 IA R IR 2% X /L
e 5K IR 25 > BE 7, 20 R B AR A% 8 1) 2 55 20 M I 0 B A 350 2 08 T WX 486 e Jim WAL S0 RAAE — 5 IR R 5%
Wiy TR P 2 KU RE ST T LA Jessica 31w 1 100 4 45 A4 FR) J 0, R Ak 22 2 g 1 gt e o 26 22 0 i g L)
A S5 1) A e R ol 2 A 0 g B R SR RS 00, 95 B0 0 5% A 1) e et v B B WSR3 — A A B DL P e 4
SRR A AL LE S DR DAy T Foft 4 S I 8 KR 1) A% 48 (14 48 45 5 3K, 2 B0 SRNet AR A VI et A o I it ZEAE B 1) S
[E B A B A B A0 U e R o R BB R AN Bl A .

M 8 1) SRNet 9 £ 45 4 & oh T LLBLSE 21:SRNet (K1 7 )2 AN R SR A (pooling), HE A7 RUEE e 1K K
55 AR BE 2 [7) I A5 P Bk 2 6 K0 A R 190 296 2 2 B F) B 55 Wi P ke 2 A Sl AR S A Al o 0 it 7 24 g 36
A I G A 2 g R (1 8) T S SR RIS Typel FRLIT )2 Rk W 000 265 5 ey A0 M0 1 A VR B8 2 S AR 5 1
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FUA e S, T AN 2145 E A5 P (P 40 15 350 20 3 i Type2. G2 K T 7k 22 e IR 3808 s el 45 i Dk e 12 7 1
YR F2 B B 1) 80 Type3 Al Typed 4375 Type2 F1 Typel 7E 45+ L AL I,
e BN ft% Batch Normalization™*, Qb5 fH 45 11K Kb 15— 1675 Bh Il 2.
o ¥tk (average pooling, & F% AP)FI4: & °F- 44t k. (global average pooling, [ F} GAP)#EA/E AN 0] LA 45
ANTES I I/ 38 B 38 W] DA 1SR e R AR 7 AR R 3R 2545 R 25 2k 1 7L
o GAP #AEH 15 2 B BN 4 7 42 )2 (fully conneted, i F% FC)F5 Bl B 2% 1 Il 5.

L2 3 3 3 3
(64) 16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)

L12 L11 L10
[Softmax](-[ FCE2 (512) (256) < (128) ¢ (64) (16)

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3

Fig.8 Network structure diagram of SRNet
'8 SRNet ) 45 45 14 14

SRNet it 1t # 1 2 Fh A [A] 1 SE 56 7 28,6 SRNet £ 0 B3 B B R RIL Gl 'S 4 1t b ise, SRNet 2148 70378 8 1ok
7 maxSRM [¥) 25 I

TEZR 13 FIEE 14 f SRNet 75 2 A AR ) PR 45 57 LA HH:SRNet 5 maxSRM 7F % 282 8l B 5 50k |
PRSI 28 AR B, SRNet L2 {1t T-4% 48 1 B B A Ml J5 5. SRNet RN T A 2> HoAh 46 3K 2 ) R0 1A%,
R HITHE % S R UE BN 2R 3R A2 T 68 1,43 H SRNet AMYALAE 2538 15 3, 75 JPEG 38 _E A AR
JH R QF AR T 2 B, R B8 s A0 B 1R TR v T R R B WA R D e S 6 1) 45 R B
SRNet 1) Fe 55y 0 £ 5% 0 0 GG T 214 Ief 110 D0 2% A8 200, L A7 2 %) 1R B 5 437 (19 . 34 SRN et J& A [F] T- GNCNN, Xu-
Net IX IR B S 43 BT A28 2 5 SRNet KAk 7 P90 25 AR 5 o) T4 S R0 Bk SRR D B 2 s 1) D R 2 B0 77 B
DATE 238 o M B 5l mT DATE Siudsl b 44031 A 280 s 5 2, SRNet 72 TiAL 38 )2 E AN ) 1 0 At 1) 26 TR 8 2
XIS 43 AT P 4% LA IR B 55 23 BT A B K A% GR (W B 5 20 A S IR B AR TN T TR 35 1 TR AR R T B2,
T SRNet TSR AR 27 > (R U5 R

A RRE \*ﬁﬂfgl)”éﬁﬁllﬂﬁﬁﬁk% AT LRI 7E SRNet VIl 25 9 4% 7 75— )2 HPF 154 = @ 98 % )=,
2 B AT AR AN B R80T RIS G P 4% 1A A S @ M M S N U2 il BRI, TT LA R B X 4% 1 1] o
J5% .SRNet = ZEA 9 26 A< £ (¥ 5% 2] B 0 AR AE SR I R ARG 0 . — 20 S I kL i R AR AT 45 10 29 AN £ 2 91| 2.
AFL 2 B 2 171 SR 1) ) R, e NS94 S0, T 3l s 19 4 A B )11 5 I [ ) ] R Jessica BT HH 1) SRNet [¥I Il 2% 4
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(eopchs) K HE IS 600 &, 1 AN £ rl LA ek 7% o v 3 i 98 A% SR I DR e S50 AL It v A 0 9B A S BB 7 Tom it 3L
2B RN I 5 9 2% 2 2] B S HOAE ik W 25 AR AN 44 75 . SRNet ik gk 5 J5 e X o 38, IR 17
W 2 A B (1 R

Table 13 Comparison of detection error results between SRNet and

traditional steganalysis model maxSRM

% 13 SRNet HEZES M maxSRM [ A 3 45 XS Lh

. SRNet maxSRM
5 BPP
Sk Pea(05) Pea(03) Pea(0.5) Pea(03)
02 0.0222 0.003 2 0.1244 0.0336
S-UNIWARD 0.4 0.000 6 0.000 2 0.020 0 0.003 4
L 02 0.0488 0.010 0 0.160 8 0.0436
0.4 0.004 2 0.001 0 0.048 2 0.011 8

Table 14 Detection error result of SRNet on frequency domain

% 14 SRNet 7EMIK_E 13840 45 3

} o QF=75 QF=95
Rl Bl s 02 03 04 05 | 01 02 03 04 05
LUNI SRNet 032 0189 0115 0067 0039 | 0428 0344 0252 0.176 0.115
SCA-SRNet | 0.269  0.163  0.092  0.058 0.032 | 0.371 0324 0.235  0.134 _ 0.110
UED.IC SRNet 0.131 0057 0029 0019 0.009 | 0.304 0203 0.126 0.088 0.050
SCA-SRNet | 0.125  0.052  0.027 0.015 0.008 | 0.277 0.167 0.107 _0.033 _ 0.039

32 ETRENFZHEFIRENITERE

2019 4F,Zhu 25 N2 T Zhu-Net 945 Zhu-Net A% 2 51 0 B 5 43 BT 00 4% i T 48K oy e gk, o Ik e
TRALBEZ 5 D500 K 3x3 AOUE WAL, AE FAL BEAE I 25 4> 3x3 YEPAZ S 5 > 5x5 WEBAL AL S AR 5L AT 30 4> 5x5
A U B XA LA B2 4 2 oD, T 45 5 U 5 B 2.

FEFUAE 312 41464 L, Zhu-Net SRH] T 5 Ye-Net ALK 7534, A SRM = B v O UG S A% 0f Fil Ak B2
BEAT WA AR AR DL OR B P d A R0 5 BB, AR RS BAZ T 33 M B A, O HaX 28R AR
W A O 26 A % Tk R v T A T S )BT R ), Zh EAT 7O RS0 15 5 AR U ol B b BB Epoch
SRR I, AT P (0 T PR AR AR 1) e A SOR R K B S I X R E B (22 s AT N 3R 15
& Zhu-Net fEA FIBCE LA T7 5 E A .

Table 15 Detection error results of Zhu-Net different preprocessing layer processing schemes

3 15 Zhu-Net A [R] TAL HT 2 Ab 5 77 58 1R R A R &5 1R

b Sk [fi 5 PLAb 2 DAL Ak 2
S-UNIWARD(0.2) 0.324 0.285
S-UNIWARD(0.4) 0.169 0.153

WOW(0.2) 0.243 0.233
WOW(0.4) 0.130 0.118

M 15 R R 45 F R DL HY :Zhu-Net 9 40 B8 2 b ) 308 4% BT R IO AK 55 s, A B T 3 4 1 2% 11
2 30 5 Bh ) 46 WS X RIS SRR, 4 B A B e S M S IR ON I AR AR A IR S5 Zhu Oy 1A A ) 4 0 A
FUAR 25 sk, 27 S B SE AT A5 LT LA 2 th #RCR - ReLU A 4y 45— J2 IR0 30T bR 30, DK 4% ) 4 7 2
ARG Mk a5 4 H AR A T B2 2 B A4 R PR AR 342017 4 Balujal® g 4% 0] 4 T ES AL 5 | N B 5 4
I, FE A 1 S i) D 2% 8 4 5 K T PR N R TR AT 45, 0 T T LR 3 ) 1 2 5 A =K.

AAL U, Zhu-Net AN ] F- At 6 7 48 B 2% > BB S 43 M A58 () 2R Mg 485 5 R B T 55 Inception!”7 11
Xception S VHIABL Py 42 A 55X, Ao FEY 18 7l A [7) AR FEE 0 185 26 APURE b, 306 B 2 Je 3 22 AR 1 57 300 308 e 2 AR £ .

MFE 16 H' Zhu-Net 55 Yedroud;j-Net Fl SRNet R4 %0} b AT LUE H:Zhu-Net 5 A5 FoAR 72 1048 0 ok 4 2%,
TEVBAE -2 SRR A 2 A 2 S R HR AT T S5 S ik 1K /K HE. Zhu-Net AT 20 Ah 99 2% 145 B IR AR A
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B R S ATRESFIGEMGBEE ST EE 567

1) TAbEEEAE A6, F H 3x3 JEBAZ AR AT 1K 5x5 SRR, T k2> 2 B s i S e
2)  CRJIUREE RT3 1 W 48 b T AL BELR P A3 2R A B R R A L.
3) R A ] < B A AR A R P By A AR A N AT R R 44 1 A R B R A AR .
Table 16 Comparison of detection error between Yedroudj-Net, SRNet and Zhu-Net
% 16 Yedroudj-Net. SRNet Fll Zhu-Net 7k %} b

Hik [ Yedroud;j-Net SRNet Zhu-Net
v e o e
sowwar 03 o o o
B o o e

DA I A 2 STABE IR S AR AR T 2 >0 AR B 1) 2 30 5K g J L7 T8 S i A B 4 4R A 7 St A AR [ 2L
1, TanNet 5K H BE AL #4514k, SRNet K ] Heinitializer ¥144 5 Il 45 )28, Ye-Net 55 Zhu-Net K AN T i 4
KA AR E . SRNet BT PE K 1) 2 0 e S0 R 2215 W S TR AR X T Zhu-Net 2222 Vi #6— % I [A].
33 EFIHEINE

IR T AR A A 2 I BB 4 BT AR B AN A A SR B 43 BT e IR DR A A D T A B T R 45 I 2 i AR
X T Ak B 2 v AL AT SR, R IR B A 2 SR A ) (B B ) AT I 16778188

A2 S BERUAINT AL G Ba B 40 B 15 2% DI RE T B A T ooy WA ARG WU RS 5, L T 75 T2 1 11 5 I (] B AR T 2%
Sy I 0L PRI £00 7 A 2 S ASE R (RS B sk AR v, 3RAT T R N R L 1) 90 6 LA 500 A e e, SR D4R 5 9
IR L IAIAS I (A — S B B I8 DA 8 R gt & BRI 22 0 LATE SR [67,71,851 0 #8K FH T TR & 4l 4R 5 4l
5 1 TF Bk B 1 M2 L LA

FEOT TR T v AR GBS 0 W i 55, 28 T I P 2% 2 I B 5 43 A7 0 20 R R 8 2 ) 7R 5 i K ) 2 )
e I WY BT ARG 25 Bk B o T2 05k 2215 B XA 4O 1 1) da 2 A 3 458 2 e BUORT OB 8 e 1) £
2R S B ) AR IR A5 Ga B 5 43 AT A [R] PR A TG 10 2 AR T B2 B 2 R I 3 5 1) T R, 0 2 7 7 Y 4% 2 4 ) SR il
By ST 5 R T 0 28 S5 K RN A0 25 058 0 )0 2 T BE 2% S IR B 5 20 A 8 LA AN 1 A ) S IR PR 8 2 ) R
ST R ER B TR 70 A [ e [B] B ) Y 50T Ry AR A R i 25 L.

4 BREQTRLE

FUIT 1) A SOHE FUAL B2 2 15 25 55 U 2k R 2 TR B2 ST I B S G M 20 N 22 ) R by e 2 SRR 42 ) 5
AL THS USSR S - 2 2% SRR 7 Y S v 58 e LA S0, 10 PR Ay 2 2 XY RS0 ) DLIESE 58 1 2 () T4k FRSRAF AT 20
BREEAR B 0, X AL BEAE — @ R B B T BB 9 i T B AV AR R BTN T 55 stego {5 (WIERAF
TE) 55 BB AF 5 2 TR TR 45 6k L DA T 35 B 9 26 S8 A 80 SR UK 2245 R P08 4 25 ST BEALZE R DR J52 L mis A8 1 2%
SRERY ST IR 27 2 A B B K IR 27 3T g

TanNet Ye-Net SRNet Zhu-Net
2014.12 2017. 2018. . .
017.6 018.9 2019.8 susEn
—
e 4] )
GNCNN Xu-Net Zeng's model Xu-Net-JPEG PNet&VNet || ReST-Net | [vedroudj-Net FESRE

2015.3 2016.3 2017.2 2017.6 2017.6

2018.3 2018.4

Fig.9 Map of the development of mainstream steganalysis models

Bl o ks 2 Hr Bk
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2 3] RS 43 AR Y HK AL BB 5 43 B v (R B R AR Dy R 2% 5 I 488 T T4k B )2, ] S BB A I S 8L 5
TRIE 2 2D (R 9 265 /2 2 MUK ), 26 RS T AN 52 52 17 A 1 T 5% g 02-0-00.68.69.76. 911 33 s 48 ¥y 63 A 2 B 5 43 M Hh SRM
8. DCTR HIPEIEAZ 5 R B2 ) W2 AR 25 6 BOPR 0 1 2 ST BA 'S 4 BT BE B 2 ST B 5 4 A BE B AR AL T4 2 S A
I 5 B (A0 I () B8 4, O LB A AN RS S e N 2 T, P2 ) B B e i A U SR B 2% 15 S T
FEMH.

TEER 17 ", TanNet 75X JLIEFIUFAE S AL A b 5 2 0 /D it S 40 e e KO RN TR A 4 2
KH T T 2 10 Basl it 28 0, (8 15 159 255 Wi S5 T 15 18 FLAS 25 20 LSS0 A BRATT 1 e 4 b TV 5 J U1 2, i e ) g L
H 7 AR B Xu-Net 250 /> HSCSIT [] 4880, 1 A 2 T 21 27 2 R 420 10 1 4 22 ARG I 480 SR S AN 1%
L5 . B AR GNCNN 9 254 A7 f R PR VAC ST 1) (L 58 2R 2 S 1A 4 SRML. Yedroudj-Net,Zhu-Net, SRNet iX — # )
2B b A U 48, YT 400 A I 1] th 3 T 189 1K He b Zhu-Net T 2 8010 00 A3 8 e b, 3B 20 T 331.7 J7 /N AR
SRNet #1H H £ 1S 8 iR 2 A5 T Zhu-Net BB X ZIRE TR S /- i, 5 H A np 2% |2 505 %
BrE AT USRI R 2% 104 03 1 T Yedroud;j-Net [ 72 7 b 24 22 v (R A R 404 18018 T B L 2 368 1ok 1
K E A A0 E R 3R 3 AN ALK R v FRATT A B SRNet #17 JF Ath 9 AN B AR B AS L 4% 1R o o —
E S BRI B 8 ), 9F HHF X Bk A B AT — @ i Bk g

Table 17 Comparison of parameters, fitting time and test time of different steganographic networks

x 17 AFEREMERSEL WS U E X

B SHEOD) A I 15 () P R (s)
TanNet >1000 >72 -
GNCNN 6.3 3.02 20
Xu-Net 1.4 3.2 17
Zeng's model 811.1 >72 58
YeNet 10.6 3.86 27
Xu-Net-JPEG 252.9 11.2 35
VNet 30.0 42 23
ReST-Net 227 5.7 37
Yedroudj-Net 44.5 4.8 25
SRNet 4717.6 17.38 41
Zhu-Net 287.1 8.95 33

BE TR BE 2% I I B S 43 BT 9 4% 5 0 A 1) PR 6 2 AR B AP A 22 (1) B 'S5 40 WA 28 3 0 6 11 &0 £ B o 4
S T AN A2 BR5 J3015 B T v AR SRR AE, AT B2 AT A (R S 15 B A R 0 R AR AL (2) RRE A T 7% 2
vk A R 1 2 IR 22 S A5 8, T ASANASU RS 2% 1 =) 3845 35 ) 140 22 S, 3 3 4% 1 LA 490 528 1k P4 e ek P e

IR 2 2D I ZRond T Bt 4 (0t B AT — 5 ZER, b SCHR[67,71,8 118K H T 19 R Bl w5 s 14 1 K -
B B 4 SR AN R T H T K0 4R, 22 18 19 46 ] A%t I e DAL A 10 155 . A S I 5090 1 i, 7 SRR A
28 AR SR B AT AT 0] LU B 5 43 7 S0 (143 2 v R AN )Y 2 B0 PR 28 7 SR AT 198 5 A S B 2 R B
BRI Z.

TEFR 18 H A SOR - B (WRF ST T R85, R PR R T A Err 2310 TSR S 4 A A
1, R BPP=0.4 [¥] S-UNIWARD &5 530 Sl B 5 43 B A 284 SR FH i PR 7 95 . bpnzac=0.4 ] J-UNIWARD
et 55 B A DY AR (1 00 Acb B2 A 0 A T L W 114D, 3K A5 45 9 8% 40 5 T 5 B 10 e i) K 2 2% ) B A 9
WAz HE B F AR 2%, B TiAL B3 22 1) S B0 5, B LA FE S T8 T A3 SRNet R MBI 2% 2 A 5 1) 27
MR NRNT B ) B 0 S5 U R B T S 17 0 P S W A0 2R A0 194 8% (10 11 2 B [ R 11 2 e 50 0 e I
fil /9 2% . ReST-Net 15 Zhu-Net 7E W 4% 45 #4 FAHE T HABBR S 20 07 25 57 880K, 1 UK 2 A T8 R FH 116G 119 7 =X
S AR GRS 3BT T I IR A AAE B vk AR TN DI 56 50 S R I 2 A A AR — 5 IR <R 22, T 2
WFFEN AN T 52 R R 22 T 2 2% S A58 TR A 25 S R 200 8 3 N7 A0 VR JEE 2 ) (RS A5 b BT AR IR 2% 30 1
B 5 o T AR B AR A T 3 E B WA 35 A B3R B SRS 43 i 48 R I 2o A2 v SRNet 78 I R0 78 i 5 2211
WSS 1) B 22, HAth R P A 8 I A% W A 180 D) 3% WS e 1) B 6 3 5 23 BT R 2% o 8B 2 B0t Cover 5 Stego [A1 1
M L A5 S PR 2 > 280 SR B i X 4 WAL 84 81 e BN J2 (R S 30T B A . BRI 0 4 4k 05 2502 BN 26T S 4y
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569

BT T3 AT LR AT AR 0 5 09, Zeng €5 SCHR[74]+ 38 1oL ¥ i 55 96 A I B 5K BN JR 11 D A 0 LA I 254 52
TCVE IR BT 5. Chen £ SCHR[68]H %6 BN 2 R4 FHEAT T 1834, 3¢t BN J22 8 TR [ 2% =) A B ) 3 2241,
I HARH T —Fo0f T BN 2 b B0y

18 AR IR RS ML KX L

Table 18 Comparison of different steganalysis network based on deep learning

AL = WO R LI b Jr X DGV IR (%)

TanNet 40 MNP AL Sigmoid 2348 Max pooling Evenly distribution 31
GNCNN 1 A UE D% Gaussian/Tanh etk Average pooling Xavier 25.2
Xu-Net 1 AN % TanH/ReLU 1k Average pooling Xavier 24
Xu-Net-JPEG 16 Mg % ReLU ez Average pooling Xavier 23.6
VNet 4 NIV ReLU/Tanh 2k Average pooling  Normal distribution 16.9
Ye-Net 30 AN B A% TLU/ReLU 2748 Mean pooling Xavier 22
Zeng's model 25 ANJEP A% ReLU AT Average pooling Xavier 35.4
Yedroudj-Net 30 M8 % TLU/ReLU etk Average pooling Xavier 20
ReST-Net 44 Mg K% Sigmoid/ TANH/RELU AT Average pooling  Normal distribution 16
SRNet - ReLU BBz Average pooling Kaiming 18
Zhu-Net 30 AN VEBZ ReLU AT+ Bk SPP Xavier 15.3

TEWE B8 BT THL,GNCNN SR FH 20047 1) 5 390 075 16 8, Zhu-Net 55 Ye-Net SR FH 80 ok £, JEAB K2 5 43
i 0 e R BOK SO [R) AR SCHR[93 ]+ Pibre WA A -1t AL 22 — PRI JE BB A1, W R M AL B A1 5 T AL B /R e 5
AR J2 B, 2 X RUAE B JZ A 31 1 e 3t 8 4 A5 SR A T VR B2 R 4 5 BT LAAE STHR[67,71,8 117 Fil AR 2 JZ At
e 58 F 0 B 89 5 PR 4 80 1 ot T AR 2 A S R Y.

PA_ETFE R 2 #0225 0 Tk B A AN D 10 T TPEG SRR B35 0 B2 th T 48 JPEG I 4 id
Ja o KA BB AUR Z Kk — T A5 5L AR ) BB /N B2 4 /MR 22 DR AR B A A i) A A8 T8 A5 KR 2 2R
JPEG [ 47 A $1 TH £ 3k 2. DX b WU (K K 5 20 KE P 7 e ARk 88 FRI/NER(JPEG phase), 98 J 75 28 $ b HEAT &
ST LR JPEG KBRS E 70 Wil s N JPEG (AR B Jy Ok T A DCT AR EOK TS5k 2 AR HURFALE.
2016 45, 3 A5 NSVt — Tl S5 (F A A0 AR 0 e Dy ¥4 3 o et v 9 A i 1 O = B 340 31 K 149 JPEG [
AR5 43 DU AL A s 2 o 2 P JSOK A 5 R 3 AR L PR RF . Chen ™™ T+ 2017 4 8 2% > W I 78 TPEG! M5
PG B 'S 20 it 3 L 73 At JPEG F 4 1) 35 T A, B Wk AE . 3Bk, DCT 22#e, ZigZag $14# . EALSEHRAEIF
SR T ANIE (0 B 5 AT 0 5 1 ) 4% 0 B2 Sl AR P 45 3 1 S B 55 W VAL ) i R B 2 > 1 D
JPEG M L KIS 73 # 53008 A7 SCHR[96-981, AH AR5 2 iy ) FL A AR 7R 38 2 S A9 AN K4 e, IR A o ZEF ST
S B SE I AR BT HT AR SR 22 R AR P 0 2002 DCT 22k R 80 & AR I 45 g R R EF XS JPEG BRI IR FE K
Ho TR N T S (1) HV RN A R IR LB DCT, B0 R A — 2o 7 5650 IR A 2 2) sk it Ak
J2 B B2 A AR AR A, DA 1 A5 T £ JE 1) 25 2R AT ~F S0t Ak A P s it 45 (3) AN B 2345l Y
3% SR 1 L P 5 A 2 9 5 A K 2 R | N S0 T LA A 2 o 6 R ) 1),

ST 5 22, J0 1 A 23 30 A 1 B 5 e A 8 D 1 3 P R P IR R R e A B L e
TURBL A 2 MBS 3 M A B (KR 5 AR RS G0 M (KR s 5 08 R I R B R AN W A2 Rl ) 5 o i el —
AT AR 8 6 5 23 TR AT DU oL T 1R 08 I A 4R TR LA I G R AF R R TR B 2 20 (R BEE  T BE 2x DA
R JEE A 238 1| G i 52 2168 FURE A (1 B0t 3 SO U R A 5 LA B A S 3 i A A A AT R B 42 X
B 5 20 H R 2 B 5K R B 3 38 e ) B AL RE D AN RO B S 2 B BB R — 8 IIT RS g

5 [R5 oA X HraE AR

B A5 VR B2 25 > (R R 5 820 YR RE 7 ) B A N T AE VF 22 45 1™ s B BR 8 1 AR R 2 >0 Tl id —
BB LB BV AFEAS, TR 45 A T B2 G99 10+ B % 10, I PR A A B A Ok X BURE AR 0 BURE AR A28
FEARTE Ty o3 i 100 AL 00 B A5 T B 2B i B AR 7 o LR S TS 58 Al 2 X 2% 24 2 R 2 o 20 ) 4% 380 2 A 7™ I
SORIGPA T I A B PURE AR 3 A PR G 59 P22 e 2R 17— AN T AR 55
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5.1 FRFEAR

X HUREA S IR L 2 2] TP AR AR 10— AN B Bt 5 A BN — A NS0 PR3, Lk I ZR A (R B2
2 ) W 2550 B0 S R T A 2 A DR A ) 00 TR 4% ) T AR MO 36 B 2 SR K T R 5 0, T R R 2 >
LT P N 0 L R 22 0 MR IR, T80 B PR Bl 22k Y 6% 2 T et A Tt 2 A8 TR 8% 14D 541 300 7 A A 2.

FEFE 10 0,5 564 2o 00 K R ) P& B0 X UINRAF R 50 001 9 24 25 3 OB B O 57. 7% s in— 2 AR
JEH 8.2%IM) S H sk 7 R P, B Jo K 45 B K W A ] a8, 3o 40 0 P 26 45 31— AN EAF N 99.3% M KB B 4
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Fig.10 Processing of adding adversarial examples
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