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"Blind spots in governance aren’t just gaps.
They're invitations for risk to thrive unnoticed."”
— Boaz Fischer
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Executive Summary

Insider threats can strike without warning, leaving security, risk, compliance,
governance, and audit professionals to navigate the fallout.

The consequences extend beyond organisational damage - financial losses,
reputational harm, and operational disruptions to personal stakes, including
career-defining moments and eroded trust with colleagues and stakeholders.

Imagine a 3 a.m. call alerting you to a data breach or system sabotage by a
trusted insider. As executives demand answers, the spotlight falls on you: How
was this missed? How did it happen? And most important..What now?

This article delves into the often-overlooked blind spots in insider risk
governance - gaps in board-level reporting, fragmented oversight, and cultural
vulnerabilities that allow threats to fester unnoticed.

It's not about pointing fingers or relying on quick fixes. It's about rethinking
governance from the ground up, embedding trust, vigilance, and
accountability into every layer of your organisation.

By addressing these blind spots, you'll not only strengthen your organisation’s
resilience but also equip yourself with the clarity and confidence to lead
through scrutiny, protect what matters most, and foster a culture where risks
are managed before they escalate.

The question isn't whether insider threats exist. It's whether you're ready to see
them and act decisively.

The goal? To equip you with the clarity and confidence to face scrutiny, protect
your organisation, and safeguard your career when it matters most.
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Introduction

Insider risks stem from individuals with authorised access to an organisation’s
systems, data, or facilities who, whether intentionally or unintentionally, cause
harm.

These risks are not hypothetical. They are real, pervasive, and often
underestimated.

While governance, risk, and compliance (GRC) frameworks are designed to
address such vulnerabilities, they frequently fall short. Why? Because blind
spots caused by inadequate monitoring, siloed processes, or cultural
oversights persist, evading traditional risk reporting mechanismes.

These gaps leave organisations exposed to a range of threats, from data theft
and sabotage to workplace violence, often with devastating consequences.

The challenge lies in the nature of these blind spots. They are not just passive
gaps in oversight. They are active vulnerabilities that demand immediate
attention.

These blind spots are embedded in the cracks of organisational structures,
often dismissed as low-priority concerns until they escalate into crises. For
instance, a lack of integration between HR, IT, and security functions can
obscure early warning signs of insider risk. Similarly, cultural issues like a fear of
reporting suspicious behaviour or a lack of trust in leadership can allow risks to
fester unchecked.

These aren't just operational oversights. They are governance failures with the
potential to spiral into full-blown disasters.

© AUSTRALIAN INSTITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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This article delves into the heart of these blind spots, offering a roadmap to
identify and address them.

By strengthening governance frameworks and fostering cross-functional
collaboration, organisations can not only prepare for insider threats but also

withstand the rigorous scrutiny that follows an incident.

The goal is clear: To move from reactive firefighting to proactive governance,
ensuring resilience in the face of insider risks.

Key Blind Spots

When it comes to insider threats, the most dangerous risks are often the ones
you can't see, those hidden blind spots that slip past traditional governance
and risk frameworks. Let's identify the key blind spots that require attention.

© AUSTRALIAN INSTITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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Blind Spot #1: Fragmented Oversight
Across Functions

This blind spot - fragmented oversight is a governance Achilles’ heel that
thrives in the disjointed structures of most organisations. It's not just an
operational inefficiency. It's a systemic vulnerability that insider threats exploit
with precision. Let's unpack this further.

Why Traditional Governance Fails

Departmental Autonomy Creates Silos
o Each department operates independently - HR focuses on employee
relations, IT on system uptime, and security on external threats. This
autonomy prevents the integration of insights and data across
functions, leaving insider risks unaddressed.

Entrenched Reporting Structures
o Rigid hierarchies and reporting lines discourage collaboration between
departments. Teams are more focused on their objectives than on
shared risk management goals.

Budget Constraints
o Insider threat programs often lack funding, with resources allocated to
more visible risks. This limits the ability to invest in tools, training, or
personnel needed for cross-functional integration.

Absence of Mandates for Collaboration
o Governance frameworks rarely enforce cross-functional collaboration.
Without clear mandates, departments assume their controls are
sufficient, ignoring the interconnected nature of insider risks.
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Failure to Correlate Risk Signals
o Insider risks often span multiple domains, but traditional governance
doesn'’t facilitate the correlation of data. For example, IT might detect
unusual access patterns, but without HR's input on behavioural
changes, the risk remains undetected.

Overconfidence in Departmental Controls
o Governance models often assume that individual departments’ controls
are adequate, failing to recognise that insider risks necessitate a holistic
approach. This overconfidence can lead to significant blind spots.

Lack of Unified Leadership or Ownership
o No single leader or team is responsible for overseeing insider risk across
functions. This lack of centralised ownership results in fragmented
efforts and missed opportunities for early intervention.

Incompatible Systems and Data Sharing Barriers
o Departments often use different tools and systems that don't
communicate effectively. This technical fragmentation, combined with
privacy concerns, hinders the sharing of critical data.

Reactive Rather Than Proactive Approach
o Traditional governance focuses on responding to incidents rather than
preventing them. Without proactive measures, fragmented oversight
allows risks to escalate undetected.

Why It Matters
Fragmented oversight across functions isn’t just a structural inefficiency. It's a
critical vulnerability that insider threats exploit.
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When departments like HR, IT, and security operate in silos, they fail to connect
the dots between behavioural changes, access anomalies, and compliance

gaps.
This disjointed approach creates blind spots where risks escalate unnoticed,
leaving organisations exposed to financial, reputational, and operational

damage.

Real Examples:

e Tesla (2023): Two former employees leaked personal data of over 75,000
staff. The failure to integrate HR's termination records with IT's access logs
allowed unrevoked credentials to be exploited.

Reddit (2023): A phishing attack compromised an employee’s credentials,
exposing user data. Governance silos between IT and HR missed the
opportunity to correlate security vulnerabilities with training gaps.

Key Takeaway

Fragmented oversight isn't just a blind spot. It's a ticking time bomb. Insider
risks don't respect departmental boundaries, and neither should your
governance framework.

The question isn't whether integration is necessary. It's how long you can
afford to wait before the next incident forces you to act.
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Blind Spot #2: Over-Reliance on
Technology

This blind spot is a seductive shortcut that promises quick fixes but often
delivers incomplete solutions.

While technology is a critical enabler, it's not a silver bullet for insider threats.
Insider risks are deeply human, and no tool can fully capture the complexities
of human behaviour or intent. Let's unpack this further.

Why Traditional Governance Fails

e False Sense of Security
o Advanced tools like Al, DLP, or UEBA are often marketed as

comprehensive solutions, but they're only as good as their
programming. They can flag anomalies, like unusual login times or large
data transfers, but they can’t discern whether these actions stem from
malicious intent, negligence, or legitimate business needs. For example,
an employee working late to meet a deadline might trigger the same
alert as one exfiltrating data. Without human interpretation, these tools
risk generating noise rather than actionable insights.

 Data Dependency
o The effectiveness of technology hinges on the quality and completeness

of the data it processes. If your systems are fed outdated or incomplete
records, such as missing employee role changes or inaccurate access
logs, your tools will fail to detect risks accurately. Imagine a terminated
employee whose access credentials weren't revoked. Even the most
sophisticated monitoring system won't flag their activity as suspicious.
if it doesn’t know they've left the organisation.
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e Behavioural Blind Spots
o Technology excels at tracking actions but falls short when it comes to
understanding emotions or intent. It can't detect when an employee is
withdrawing from team interactions, showing signs of stress, or
becoming defensive, subtle behavioural shifts that often precede insider
incidents. These cues require human observation and interpretation,
which no algorithm can replicate.

e Overlooking Cultural and Emotional Factors
o Insider threats often originate from personal grievances, dissatisfaction,
or emotional struggles. For instance, an employee feeling undervalued
or overworked might act out in ways that compromise security.
Technology can't address these root causes or foster the trust and
communication needed to mitigate them. This is where leadership and
a strong organisational culture come into play.

e Reactive Rather Than Proactive
o Most tools are designed to detect incidents after they occur, flagging a
data breach or unauthorised access once it's already underway. This
reactive approach leaves organisations scrambling to contain damage
rather than preventing it in the first place. Proactive measures, like
fostering a culture of vigilance and regularly reviewing access controls,
are essential to staying ahead of threats.

» Overconfidence in Automation
o Automation can create a dangerous complacency. Teams may assume
that because they've deployed advanced tools, they no longer need to
actively monitor or engage with insider risk. This overconfidence can
lead to missed warning signs, as human oversight and judgment are
sidelined in favour of blind faith in technology.
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« The Easy Fix Mentality
o Technology often feels like a quick, tangible solution. If a door is broken,

you replace it. If a server crashes, you fix it. But human challenges, like
disengaged employees or toxic workplace dynamics, require more
nuanced solutions. These issues demand conversations, trust-building,
and cultural shift efforts that take time and can't be outsourced to a
tool. Ignoring this reality creates a gap that no amount of technology
can fill.

Real Examples:

e Capital One Data Breach (2019) - A former employee of a cloud service
provider exploited a misconfigured firewall to access over 100 million
customer records. This incident highlights the danger of assuming that
technical safeguards alone are sufficient. The breach occurred because the
organisation relied on automated configurations without adequate human
oversight to identify and address vulnerabilities. The lack of proactive
auditing and contextual understanding of system settings allowed this
insider to exploit the gap.

Twitter Social Engineering Attack (2020) - Hackers used social
engineering to manipulate Twitter employees into granting access to
internal systems. Despite Twitter's robust technical controls, the attackers
bypassed them by exploiting human vulnerabilities. This incident shows
the limitations of technology in addressing insider risks driven by

manipulation, trust exploitation, and human error. It also demonstrates
how overconfidence in automation can lead to blind spots in employee
training and awareness.
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Key Takeaway

Technology is a critical enabler in managing insider threats, but it is not a
standalone solution. While tools like Al, DLP, and UEBA can flag anomalies and
automate detection, they cannot interpret intent, address emotional drivers, or
replace the nuanced understanding of human behaviour. Organisations must
integrate technology with proactive human oversight, behavioural
intelligence, and a culture of accountability to ensure a comprehensive
approach to insider threat management.
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Blind Spot #3: Neglecting Non-
Traditional Insiders

Non-traditional insiders such as contractors, third-party vendors, supply chain
partners, and even former employees are often overlooked in insider threat
strategies.

These individuals frequently have privileged access to sensitive systems, data,
or facilities but are not subject to the same scrutiny, training, or cultural
integration as full-time employees. This creates a significant gap in security, as
these "outsiders with insider access" can exploit their position to cause harm,
whether intentionally or unintentionally.

Why Traditional Governance Fails

e Inconsistent Vetting Processes: Many organisations lack standardised
procedures for assessing third-party vendors, resulting in gaps in evaluating
their security posture, ethical practices, and insider threat awareness. This
inconsistency can allow high-risk vendors to slip through the cracks.

» Lack of Ongoing Monitoring: Traditional governance often treats vendor
risk as a one-time assessment during onboarding. Without continuous
oversight, changes in the vendor's security practices, personnel, or
subcontracting arrangements can go unnoticed, increasing exposure to
threats.

e Subcontracting Risks: Vendors frequently subcontract work to third
parties, often without informing the primary organisation. This lack of
visibility into subcontractor relationships introduces unknown risks, as
these entities may not adhere to the same security or compliance
standards.
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 Insufficient Security Alignment: External parties operate within their
frameworks, which may not align with the organisation's security standards
and policies. This misalignment can lead to vulnerabilities, such as weak
authentication protocols, inadequate data protection measures, or poor
incident response readiness.

e Over-Reliance on Contracts: Governance frameworks often rely heavily on
contracts or service-level agreements (SLAs) to manage third-party risks.
While these documents outline expectations, they are ineffective without
robust enforcement mechanisms, audits, and accountability measures.

o Limited Incident Response Integration: Traditional governance rarely
includes detailed protocols for managing insider incidents involving third
parties. This lack of integration can delay response times, complicate
investigations, and increase the impact of breaches.

« Neglect of Cultural Misalignment: Vendors may have a culture that
normalises risky shortcuts, lacks accountability, or prioritises speed over
security. Traditional governance frameworks often fail to assess whether a
vendor's internal culture aligns with the organisation's values and risk
tolerance.

e Inadequate Termination Protocols: Governance frameworks often
overlook the risks associated with vendor offboarding. Without clear
protocols for revoking access, retrieving data, and ensuring compliance
after termination, organisations remain exposed even after the relationship
ends.
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Real Example:

» Target Data Breach (2013): Hackers gained access to Target's network
through a third-party HVAC vendor, compromising the credit card
information of over 40 million customers. The vendor had remote access to
Target's systems but lacked robust security measures, highlighting the risks
of non-traditional insiders.

Edward Snowden’s Data Leak (2013) of classified NSA documents remains

one of the most significant insider threat incidents in history, exposing
critical flaws in governance and access control. As a contractor for Booz
Allen Hamilton, Snowden exploited his role as a systems administrator to
steal sensitive information by obtaining colleagues’ credentials and
accessing classified data beyond his authorisation. His actions revealed the
NSA's global surveillance programs, sparking worldwide debates on privacy
and government overreach, while severely damaging U.S. national security
by exposing intelligence methods and tools to adversaries.

Key Takeaway
Insider threats are not confined to your internal workforce.

Organisations must broaden their risk assessments to include all individuals
with access to critical assets, regardless of their employment status. This
means implementing consistent vetting, monitoring, policies and contractual
safeguards for contractors, vendors, and other third parties.

Ignoring non-traditional insiders leaves a significant gap in your security
posture, one that can be exploited with devastating consequences.




2025 INSIDER RISK GOVERNANCE BLIND SPOT | PAGE 16

Blind Spot #4: Cultural Vulnerability

Cultural Vulnerability refers to the overlooked or underestimated influence of
an organisation’s culture on insider threats.

Culture encompasses leadership behaviours, organisational values,
communication norms, and the overall work environment.

A toxic or apathetic culture, characterised by poor communication, lack of
trust, or tolerance for unethical behaviour, can create fertile ground for insider
threats.

Employees disengaged from their organisation’s mission or alienated by its
culture are more likely to act against its interests, whether intentionally or
inadvertently.

Why Traditional Governance Fails

e Focus on Compliance Over Culture: Governance frameworks often
emphasise meeting regulatory requirements and passing audits, treating
compliance as the ultimate goal. However, this approach overlooks the
underlying cultural dynamics that shape employee behaviour. For instance,
an organisation might implement a whistleblower policy to satisfy
compliance, but if the culture discourages speaking up or retaliates against
whistleblowers, the policy becomes ineffective. Compliance is a baseline,
not a substitute for fostering a culture of trust and accountability.

e Leadership Disconnect: Many leaders view insider threats as a technical
issue best left to IT or security teams, failing to recognise the human and
cultural factors at play. This disconnect often results in a lack of ownership
at the leadership level, where cultural issues like disengagement or
unethical practices are dismissed as HR problems rather than

security risks. Leaders who don't actively engage in shaping

a secure and ethical culture inadvertently create blind

spots that allow insider threats to fester.
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o Dismissal of Warning Signs: High turnover, low morale, and reports of
harassment or discrimination are often treated as isolated HR issues rather
than indicators of deeper cultural problems. For example, a toxic work
environment might push employees to disengage or even retaliate against
the organisation. Ignoring these warning signs not only exacerbates
employee dissatisfaction but also increases the likelihood of insider threats
going unnoticed until it's too late.

o Lack of Engagement: Employees who feel excluded from decision-making
processes or unsupported by management often become disengaged,
viewing their work as transactional rather than meaningful. This
disengagement can lead to a lack of loyalty and, in some cases, malicious
actions. For instance, an employee who feels undervalued might justify
stealing intellectual property as a way to “get even” with the organisation.

e Tolerance for Unethical Behaviour: Cultures that prioritise results at any
cost or “turns a blind eye” to unethical practices create environments
where insider threats can thrive. For example, a sales team pressured to
meet unrealistic targets might resort to fraudulent practices, believing that
the ends justify the means. When unethical behaviour is normalised, it
sends a message that rules are flexible, making it easier for insider threats
to rationalise their actions.

e Inadequate Communication Channels: Without safe and accessible ways
to report grievances or concerns, employees may feel that their only
recourse is to act out in harmful ways. For instance, an employee who
experiences workplace harassment but lacks a trusted reporting
mechanism might leak sensitive information as a form of retaliation.
Effective governance requires not just policies but also a culture that
encourages open dialogue and ensures that concerns are addressed
without fear of punishment.
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Real Examples:

e Enron (2001): A culture of greed and unethical behaviour led to widespread
fraud, ultimately causing the company’s collapse.

Wells Fargo (2016): A high-pressure sales culture incentivised employees
to open millions of unauthorised accounts, damaging the company’s
reputation and trust.

Uber (2017): Reports of harassment and a toxic workplace culture
highlighted how a lack of accountability and ethical leadership can foster
insider risks.

Key Takeaway

Culture is not just a backdrop. It's a critical factor in insider threat
management.

Organisations must actively cultivate a culture of trust, accountability, and
ethical behaviour, while addressing toxic elements that can alienate
employees.

By embedding security into the cultural fabric and fostering open
communication, organisations can transform their culture from a vulnerability
into a strength.
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Blind Spot #5: Overreliance On The
Compliance Checklist

Many organisations fall into the trap of equating compliance with security,
believing that meeting regulatory requirements or passing audits is sufficient
to protect against insider threats.

This mindset creates a dangerous illusion of control, where policies are in place
but fail to address the dynamic, human-centric nature of security risks.

Compliance is a baseline, not a benchmark. It ensures minimum standards are
met but doesn't guarantee resilience or adaptability in the face of evolving
threats.

Why Traditional Governance Fails

» Static Frameworks in a Dynamic World: Compliance checklists are rigid
and often outdated, focusing on predefined controls rather than the fluid
and unpredictable nature of insider threats. Threat actors and
vulnerabilities evolve far faster than compliance standards.

e Neglect of Human Behaviour: Compliance frameworks often prioritise
technical and procedural measures, overlooking the emotional,
psychological, and cultural drivers behind insider threats. Employees are
not static entities. Their motivations and vulnerabilities shift in response to
stress, disengagement, or external pressures.
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e Tick-the-Box Mentality: Organisations often see compliance as the finish
line rather than the starting point, leading to superficial implementations of
policies and controls. For example, a company might introduce a
whistleblower policy to satisfy governance requirements, but if employees
fear retaliation or mistrust leadership, the policy becomes ineffective. It's
like installing a fire alarm system but not educating people on evacuation
procedures. Technically compliant, but practically useless.

» False Sense of Security: Passing an audit can create complacency, with
leaders assuming their organisation is secure simply because it is
compliant. This illusion can delay the identification of real risks, leaving
organisations vulnerable.

e Lack of Contextual Adaptation: Compliance frameworks are often generic
and fail to account for the unique risks, culture, and operational realities of
individual organisations. This one-size-fits-all approach leaves critical
vulnerabilities unaddressed.

Real Examples:

o Target Data Breach (2013). Attackers exploited third-party vendor access
to infiltrate the retailer's network. While Target was PCI DSS compliant at
the time, the breach exposed gaps in their security posture that
compliance alone could not address.

Equifax Data Breach (2017). Equifax was a prime example of tick-the-box
compliance. Despite meeting industry standards like PCI DSS, the company
failed to patch a known vulnerability in its Apache Struts software, even
after multiple warnings. This oversight allowed attackers to access the
sensitive data of 147 million people. Equifax had the tools and policies in

place, but the lack of operational follow-through turned
compliance into a superficial exercise, leaving the
organisation exposed to catastrophic risk.
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Key Takeaway

Organisations must shift from a reactive, compliance-driven mindset to a
resilience-focused approach.

This means embedding adaptability, trust, and accountability into the
organisational culture, ensuring that insider threat management evolves
alongside emerging risks.

By aligning people, processes, and technology, organisations can anticipate
vulnerabilities, proactively mitigate threats, and foster a culture where security
becomes second nature. Resilience isn't just about surviving threats. It's about
thriving securely in an increasingly complex landscape.
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Blind Spot #6: Failure To Monitor
Behavioural Changes

Organisations often fail to recognise and act on behavioural changes in
employees, which are critical early warning signs of insider threats.

These changes, such as withdrawal from team activities, defensiveness, or
irregular work hours, are not just random occurrences. They often signal
deeper issues, whether personal struggles, dissatisfaction, or malicious intent.

The importance of monitoring these shifts lies in their predictive value, as they
provide a window of opportunity to intervene before risks escalate into
incidents.

Why Traditional Governance Fails

e Over-Reliance on Technical Solutions:

o Organisations often invest heavily in tools like Al, DLP, and UEBA,
believing these technologies can solve insider threat challenges.
However, these tools are limited to detecting anomalies in data and
systems. They cannot interpret the context or intent behind human
behaviour. This creates a blind spot where behavioural red flags go
unnoticed because they don't trigger technical alerts.

o Lack of Behavioural Frameworks:

o Most insider threat programs are designed around technical indicators,
with little to no emphasis on frameworks for identifying and
interpreting behavioural patterns. Without structured processes to
assess behavioural changes, such as withdrawal, defensiveness, or
irregular hours, organisations miss critical early warning signs.
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e Bureaucratic Hurdles:

o Rigid procedures and hierarchical structures often delay or obstruct the
timely investigation of suspicious behaviours. For example, reporting a
concern might require navigating multiple layers of approval, which can
discourage employees from escalating issues or result in delayed action.

e Fear of Privacy Violations:

o Organisations are often hesitant to monitor or address behavioural
changes due to concerns about overstepping privacy boundaries. This
fear can lead to a hands-off approach, where potential red flags are
ignored to avoid legal or reputational risks.

e Inadequate Training for Managers:

o Managers are rarely equipped with the skills or knowledge to recognise
and act on behavioural warning signs. Without proper training, they
may dismiss concerning behaviours as personality quirks or temporary
issues, failing to escalate them for further investigation.

Real Examples:

o Jérome Kerviel (Société Générale, 2008): His excessive hours and policy
violations were ignored, culminating in a €4.9 billion trading loss that
nearly brought the bank to collapse.

Chelsea Manning (US Army, 2010): Erratic behaviour and emotional
distress went unaddressed, enabling the leak of over 700,000 classified
documents to WikiLeaks.
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Key Takeaway

Organisations must embed behavioural monitoring into their insider threat
programs.

This involves training managers to recognise and act on early warning signs,
fostering a culture of trust and reporting, and integrating behavioural insights
with technical tools.

By addressing behavioural changes proactively, organisations can mitigate
risks, protect assets, and reinforce a human-centric approach to security. The
key is not just in identifying the signs but in acting on them swiftly and
effectively.
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Blind Spot #7: Lack of Board-level
visibility

Many organisations operate under the dangerous assumption that their
employees are inherently loyal and trustworthy.

This belief often stems from a desire to foster a positive workplace culture, but
it can lead to complacency when it comes to insider threat management.
Trust is essential, but blind trust without verification or oversight creates a
significant vulnerability.

Employees are human, and humans are complex, bringing their motivations,
beliefs, grievances, and personal challenges into the workplace. Hoping for
loyalty is not a strategy. It's a gamble.

Compounding this issue is the fact that insider threats are frequently treated
as operational or IT-level problems, leaving boards unaware of their true scope
and impact.

This lack of visibility creates a dangerous disconnect between the strategic
oversight boards responsible for insider risk and the operational realities of
insider risk.

Without transparent, consistent reporting and engagement at the board level,
insider threats are underestimated, underfunded, and poorly integrated into
broader risk management strategies.

The result? A perfect storm where blind trust at the employee level and blind
spots at the leadership level converge, leaving organisations exposed to risks

approach to trust and verification.
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Why Traditional Governance Fails

e Cultural Overconfidence:

o Organisations often equate a strong workplace culture with immunity
to insider threats. While a positive culture can reduce risks, it doesn'’t
eliminate them. Even in environments with high engagement and trust,
external pressures, such as financial strain, personal grievances, or
coercion, can drive employees to act against the organisation’s interests.
A strong culture should not breed complacency but rather reinforce
vigilance.

e Failure to Validate Trust:

o Trust is often assumed rather than actively maintained through
consistent oversight. Organisations may skip critical steps like thorough
background checks, periodic access reviews, or behavioural monitoring,
assuming that loyal employees won't misuse their privileges. However,
trust without continuous verification creates blind spots that can be
exploited, especially as circumstances or motivations change over time.

o Fear of Damaging Morale:

o Leaders may hesitate to implement insider threat programs or
monitoring systems, fearing they'll be perceived as distrustful or
invasive. However, this reluctance often backfires, leaving organisations
unprepared to detect and address risks effectively. The key is to frame
these measures as safeguards for both employees and the organisation,
fostering a culture of shared responsibility rather than suspicion.
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e Ignoring Human Complexity:

o Employees are dynamic, not static. Their motivations, circumstances,
and behaviours evolve due to personal, professional, or external factors.
Organisations that fail to account for this complexity risk missing early
warning signs of dissatisfaction, stress, or malicious intent. Proactive
engagement, behavioural intelligence, and open communication
channels are essential to understanding and addressing these shifts
before they escalate into threats.

Real Examples:

e Peter Higgs (British Museum, 2023): Peter Higgs, a senior curator at the
British Museum, exploited his trusted position to steal between 1,500 and
2,000 artifacts over several years. These items, some dating back 3,500
years, were sold on platforms like eBay for a fraction of their value. The theft
went unnoticed for years due to inadequate inventory controls and blind
trust in a senior employee.

Reality Winner (NSA, 2017): Reality Winner, a contractor for the National
Security Agency (NSA), leaked a classified intelligence report about Russian
interference in the 2016 U.S. elections to a media outlet. Despite being a
relatively junior employee, Winner had access to sensitive information due
to her role. Personal convictions drove her actions, and she exploited her
position to bypass security protocols.
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Key Takeaway

Insider threats are not just an IT issue or a matter of blind trust. They are a
complex, evolving risk that requires a balanced, multi-layered approach.
Organisations must integrate cultural vigilance, robust access controls, and
strategic oversight to address the human, technical, and governance
dimensions of insider risk.

Ignoring these elements creates blind spots that can lead to catastrophic
conseguences.

Prevention begins with acknowledging the dynamic nature of human
behaviour and embedding insider threat awareness into every level of the
organisation.




Insider Threat Maturity Model: A Roadmap
To Resilience

The Australian Institute of Insider Threat (AllT) Insider Threat Maturity Model is
a structured framework designed to help organisations assess, understand,
and advance their insider threat management capabilities.

It provides a clear pathway from vulnerability to resilience, enabling
organisations to benchmark their current state, identify gaps, and prioritise
actions to strengthen their insider threat posture.

Reactive Compliant Proactive Resilient

© AUSTRALIAN INSTITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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The Five Levels of Insider Risk
Maturity:

1. Vulnerable: Organisations at this level lack awareness or acknowledgment
of insider threats. There are no formal policies, training, or monitoring systems
in place, leaving them exposed to significant risks. Incidents are often
dismissed as isolated events or bad luck.

o No insider threat policy, no training or awareness, no
monitoring or escalation processes, and incidents handled informally or
ignored.

2. Reactive: Organisations recognise insider threats but respond only after
incidents occur. Basic measures, such as incident response plans, may exist,
but there's no consistent prevention strategy. Responses are fragmented, and
learnings are not systematically applied.

o Ad hoc response plans, inconsistent incident
documentation, minimal collaboration between departments, and
limited access control reviews.

3. Compliant: Organisations meet baseline regulatory and industry
requirements. Policies, training, and monitoring tools are implemented but
often treated as check-the-box activities. The insider threat approach is
procedural rather than cultural.

o Policies exist but lack integration into the organisational
culture, monitoring is limited in scope, and prevention efforts are
reactive rather than proactive.
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4. Proactive: Insider threat management is embedded into the organisation’s
culture and operations. Prevention and detection are prioritised, with cross-
functional collaboration and regular training. Monitoring systems are active
and aligned with privacy considerations.

o Indicators: Behavioural analytics, scenario-based training, and a
coordinated approach between HR, IT, Security, and Legal.

5. Resilient: The organisation demonstrates a mature, integrated, and
continuously evolving insider threat program. It is adaptive to emerging risks,
with strong governance, advanced analytics, and a culture of trust with
accountability.

. Executive sponsorship, dynamic risk assessments, and a
program that evolves with organisational and industry changes.

How Does AIIT Support Your Journey?

AlIT offers a comprehensive suite of services to help you navigate the journey
through the Insider Threat Maturity Model from Awareness to Resiliency.
These include:

The Four Competencies of Insider Threat Maturity
1.Where Are We Right Now? (Awareness)

This stage is about understanding the organisation’s current state. It involves
identifying gaps in policies, processes, and culture. Workshops and
assessments are used to build awareness across leadership and teams,
ensuring everyone understands the risks and the importance of insider threat
management.

e Key Deliverables: Awareness workshops, baseline
assessments, and stakeholder alignment.
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2. How Exposed Are We? (Discovery)

Here, the focus shifts to uncovering vulnerabilities and risks. This involves a
deep dive into organisational processes, workforce dynamics, and potential
blind spots. The goal is to map out the threat landscape and prioritise areas of
concern.

o Key Deliverables: Risk discovery sessions, vulnerability mapping, and
tailored recommendations.
3. How Do We Respond to What We Know? (Strategy & Implementation)
With insights gained from the discovery phase, this stage focuses on crafting a
strategic plan and implementing practical measures. This includes developing
policies, conducting scenario-based training, and integrating insider threat

management into daily operations.

e Key Deliverables: Strategic roadmaps, tailored training programs, and
cross-functional coordination plans.

4. How Do We Continuously Adapt and Improve? (Resilience)

Insider threat management is not static. It requires ongoing refinement. This
stage focuses on creating a culture of resilience through continuous training,
regular reviews, and adaptive strategies that evolve with emerging risks and
organisational changes.
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Why This Matters:

This roadmap ensures that organisations don't just react to insider threats but
build a proactive, adaptive, and sustainable approach. It's about embedding
resilience into the organisation’s DNA, ensuring long-term security and trust.

This roadmap provides a structured pathway to embed trust, vigilance, and
accountability into your organisational DNA. It's about moving beyond surface-
level compliance to building a proactive, evidence-based approach that
safeguards not just your assets, but your people and reputation. Every step
forward strengthens your ability to anticipate, adapt, and thrive in the face of
insider risks.

Next Best Step:
Take the first step toward building a resilient insider threat program today.
Whether you're at the Awareness stage or striving for Resilience, the
journey begins with action. Here's how you can move forward:

e Schedule a Discovery Session: Engage with AllT to assess your current
insider threat posture and identify gaps. This foundational step ensures
your approach is targeted and impactful.

e Develop Your Roadmap: Work with AIIT to create a tailored strategy
that aligns with your organisation's goals, addressing vulnerabilities and
building a proactive framework.

e Invest in Training and Workshops: Equip your teams with the
knowledge and skills to detect, deter, and respond to insider threats
effectively. AllT's scenario-based workshops and tiered training
programs are designed to meet your organisation's unique needs.

e Commit to Continuous Improvement: Insider threat management is
not a one-time effort. Partner with AIIT for ongoing support, program
refinement, and resilience-building strategies.

Remember, the strongest defence starts from within.

Contact AIIT today to begin embedding insider threat management into
your organisational culture and securing your future.
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