WHY INSIDER
 THREAT MATURITY
IS HARD TO JUDGE

HOW ORGANISATIONS
CONFUSE ACTIVITY,
STRUCTURE, AND SILENCE FOR
REAL READINESS.



2026 WHY INSIDER THREAT MATURITY IS HARD TO JUDGE | PAGE 2

"Every risk tells a story, but only the prepared
get to write the ending.”

— Boaz Fischer
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WHY INSIDER THREATRMAITUR

INTRODUCTION

Ask a group of executives whether their organisation is “mature” when it
comes to insider threats, and most will answer with quiet confidence.

“There are policies in place.”

“Training has been delivered.”

“Security tools are operating.”

“Incidents are investigated when they occur.”

On the surface, the organisation appears to be doing the right things..And yet,
insider incidents continue to surprise leadership teams.

This is not because leaders are negligent or indifferent to risk. It is because
insider threat maturity is far harder to judge than most other risk domains.

Unlike cybersecurity or fraud, an insider threat does not manifest as a single
function, system, or control set. It arises at the intersection of people, access,
pressure, culture, and trust, often well before any rule is technically broken.

For many organisations, maturity is judged by visible effort rather than actual
capability.

The existence of policies, committees, training modules, or technology can
create a sense of reassurance. These are important foundations, but they don't
necessarily reflect how effectively an organisation detects early warning signs,
responds under pressure, or intervenes before harm happens.

In practice, many insider threat programs appear robust on paper but remain
fragile in real-world conditions.

© AUSTRALIAN INSTITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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Compounding this challenge is the fragmented nature of ownership.
Insider threat rarely sits neatly within a single function.

Human Resources may see behaviour changes.

IT may see unusual access.

Security may see indicators too late.

Legal may only be engaged after damage has occurred.

Each function holds a piece of the puzzle, but no single leader sees the full
picture.

As a result, maturity is often assessed in isolation rather than across the
organisation as a whole.

There is also a deeper, less comfortable truth: The absence of incidents is
often mistaken for evidence of maturity.

In reality, insider threat is typically quiet, gradual, and hidden. The most
damaging cases are not those that trigger alarms early, but those that unfold
slowly in trusted environments where assumptions go unchallenged.

Mature organisations are characterised not by the absence of incidents, but by
how early they identify threats, how consistently they respond, and how
effectively they learn.

For executives and boards, this creates a critical question: How do you know
whether your organisation is genuinely mature or simply confident?

This article explores why insider threat maturity is so difficult to judge, where
leaders are most likely to overestimate capability, and what signals truly

distinguish readiness from reassurance. P

i

-y

STITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT




2026 WHY INSIDER THREAT MATURITY IS HARD TO JUDGE | PAGE 5

1. Maturity Is Often Confused With Activity

One of the most common misconceptions in insider threat programs is the
belief that doing more automatically means being more mature.

Executives are often told the organisation is progressing because activities are
visible: policies have been written, awareness training has been delivered,
reporting channels exist, and security tools are monitoring access. These are all
positive steps. But activity is not the same as capability.

Many organisations are busy, but not necessarily prepared.
Insider threat maturity is not measured by how many initiatives are underway,
but by whether those initiatives translate into real-world outcomes.

A program can have documentation, dashboards, and annual training
compliance, yet still fail to detect early warning signs or intervene before harm
occurs.

The difference lies in whether insider threat is actively reduced or simply
managed as a checklist item.

This confusion is understandable.

Activity is easy to observe and easy to report. Leaders can point to deliverables:
A policy rollout, a new insider threat working group, a vendor solution, a
guarterly awareness campaign. These efforts create reassurance. But insider
threat maturity is rarely tested during calm periods. It is tested when pressure
builds, trust is exploited, or a subtle behavioural shift is missed.

Insider Threat Activity # Insider Threat Capability




2026 WHY INSIDER THREAT MATURITY IS HARD TO JUDGE | PAGE 6

A mature program is not defined by how much is implemented, but by
how well it functions under stress.

For example, many organisations can demonstrate that staff have completed
insider threat training. Far fewer can demonstrate that staff actually escalate
concerns early, that managers recognise behavioural risk, or that interventions
occur before a breach becomes an investigation.

Likewise, monitoring tools may generate alerts, but maturity depends on
whether those alerts are interpreted in context, acted on quickly, and
connected to human indicators rather than treated as technical noise.

In practice, activity without integration creates a false sense of progress. It
becomes possible to appear mature while remaining reactive, responding only
once damage has occurred, rather than preventing escalation in the first place.

The question for leadership is simple: Are we building an insider threat
capability, or are we accumulating insider threat artefacts?

True maturity is demonstrated by outcomes: Early detection, steady escalation,
coordinated decision-making, and observable learning after near-misses.

Without these signals, activity merely becomes motion without progress.

Organisations do not become mature by doing more. They become mature by
doing what matters, repeatedly, across the full lifecycle of insider risk.

THIS IS THE ACTIVITY ILLUSION:
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2. Insider Threats Sit Across Too Many
Owners

Ask any executive who “owns” insider risk, and you'll often see a pause. Not
because people don't care, but because insider threat doesn't fit neatly into
one function. It crosses:

e HR (behaviour and conduct),

e IT (access and identity),

e Security (monitoring and investigation),

e Legal (process and evidence),

e RIisk (prioritisation and governance), and

e Leaders who see performance and pressure firsthand.

Remote work, third parties, and Al-driven automation have widened and
amplified the gaps, making it easier for risk to move quietly across boundaries.

The result is predictable: Each function optimises for its own way, and the
organisation becomes vulnerable during handoffs.

HR may notice disengagement or conflict but not know what to share or
when. IT may remove access at exit, but miss the weeks of unusual downloads
beforehand. Security may see alerts but lack the people context to judge
whether they matter. Legal often enters only once evidence is clear, which is
usually late in the cycle.

This fragmentation doesn’t mean the organisation is immature in every area. It
means maturity is ‘'uneven”, and it's often assessed in parts rather than as a
complete capability.

STITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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Boards may receive separate updates - “training is complete,” “access is
managed,” “tools are in place”, without anyone integrating those updates into
a single view of risk exposure and readiness.

The practical question for leaders isn't “Which team should own insider
threat?” It's "Who is responsible for connecting the dots?”

Mature organisations assigh an accountable executive sponsor and establish a
straightforward operating rhythm: A cross-functional forum that reviews a
shared set of indicators, tests handoffs, and makes decisions when priorities
conflict.

A straightforward exercise is to conduct a tabletop scenario in which
people raise red flags and a technical anomaly occurs simultaneously.
Observe who is notified, how quickly information spreads, and who
decides to act. The gaps identified in that hour are usually the most
important ones in the real world.

Each Business Unit Optimises For Its Own Path
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3. Most Frameworks Measure Structure, Not
Reality

Ask leaders how they assess insider threat maturity, and many will point to a
framework.

Policies are documented. Roles are assigned. Processes are mapped. The
boxes are ticked. On paper, the organisation appears well prepared...But a tidy
spreadsheet is not the same as operational resilience.

Most maturity models excel at measuring structure: Whether a policy exists,
responsibilities are defined, and procedures are documented. However, they
are much less effective at testing reality: Recognising behavioural red flags
early, trusting the escalation process enough for staff to use it, or intervening
before damage occurs.

Structure is essential, but it is only the foundation.

Reality reveals true maturity. An organisation may excel according to a
framework but still struggle when a real issue arises, especially if it involves a
senior performer, a trusted insider, or a delicate human matter.

Privacy concerns delay decisions. Information sits in silos. Leaders hesitate.
What looked mature in theory becomes fragile in practice.

Across assessments conducted by the Australian Institute of Insider Threats, a
clear pattern becomes evident. Frameworks tend to focus on easily evidenced
elements—documents, committees, and controls while undervaluing
behavioural evidence. Few measure near misses, response times, the quality of
escalation, or whether early intervention actually occurred. Yet, these are the
signals that matter most. .
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Insider threat maturity is not static. It is not proven once and preserved
indefinitely. It is demonstrated repeatedly, under pressure, in situations where
judgement, trust, and coordination matter more than process diagrames.

A simple test can reveal a lot. Look at a recent concern or incident, even
a small one. How was it picked up? How easily did it pass between
teams? Who decided to act, and how fast? Any resistance in that process
shows a maturity gap, no matter what the framework score indicates.

Frameworks should inform maturity, not define it. When organisations begin
measuring outcomes alongside architecture, resilience stops being assumed
and starts being real.

THIS IS THE STRUCTURE ILLUSION:
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4. Success Is Defined by the Absence of
Incidents

Perhaps the most misleading measure of insider threat maturity is the
simplest one: Nothing bad has happened.

Many organisations assume they are mature because they have not
experienced a major insider incident, or at least not one that became visible.

Leadership takes comfort in the absence of headlines, investigations, or
regulatory consequences. In board discussions, insider threat is often treated
as a low priority precisely because it has not yet surfaced as a crisis.

But insider risk does not work that way.

The absence of incidents is not proof of maturity. More often, it reflects the
quiet nature of insider harm.

Insider threats rarely happen suddenly or visibly. They develop slowly through
minor policy breaches, unreported behavioural changes, small data leaks, or
misuse of trusted access over time.

INn Many cases, the most harmful insider activity goes unnoticed at first. It is
only uncovered months or even years later, after the damage has already been
done.

%

The Absence of Incidents is Not Proof of Maturity
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This creates a dangerous illusion of maturity: We must be doing well because
nothing has happened.

In reality, mature organisations are not characterised by the absence of
incidents. They are defined by how early they spot threats, how consistently
they intervene, and how effectively they learn from weak signals before they
cause serious harm.

A truly mature program can detect near-misses, respond to subtle warning
signs, and act decisively before situations escalate.

It recognises that preventing insider threats is often unnoticed. The best
results are subtle: An early chat, a timely adjustment of access privileges, a
careful departure process, and appropriate escalation of behavioural concerns.
These actions seldom feature in annual reports, yet they truly demonstrate
capability.

In contrast, organisations that depend on the absence of incidents tend to be
reactive. They only identify maturity gaps when a trusted employee leaks
sensitive data, when intellectual property leaves the organisation, or when an
insider-enabled breach forces leadership into crisis management.

STITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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Executives should ask a more useful question than “Have we had an
incident?” They should ask:

Do we detect concerns early, or only after damage?
Do staff feel safe escalating behavioural risk?
Do we track near-misses, or ignore them?

Do we intervene before impact, or investigate after the fact?

Insider threat maturity is not measured by silence. Silence can simply mean
risk is hidden.

The most resilient organisations replace the comfort of “nothing has
happened” with a more honest discipline: Continuously testing readiness,
strengthening escalation pathways, and treating prevention as the true
mMeasure of success.

THIS IS THE SILENCE ILLUSION:
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5. Culture Is The Hardest Variable to Measure

If insider threat maturity were solely technical, it would be easier to evaluate.

Policies could be reviewed, controls tested, and systems monitored. But insider
threat is fundamentally a human issue, and the most critical factor is often the
hardest to measure: organisational culture.

Two organisations can have identical policies, monitoring tools, and training
programs, yet exhibit very different insider threat vulnerabilities. The key isn't
in the documentation. It lies in whether people feel able and willing to speak
up, escalate concerns, and intervene early.

Culture shapes what occurs before an incident becomes visible. In many
settings, behavioural warning signs are noticed well before any technical alert
is triggered. Managers see withdrawal, resentment, unusual stress,
entitlement, conflict, or declining trust. Colleagues pick up on when someone
is struggling or acting out of character. These early signals often provide the
first chance for prevention.

But whether those signhals are acted upon depends entirely on culture.

In low-trust environments, staff remain silent. Concerns are dismissed as “not
my role” or sidestepped out of fear of being wrong.

In blame-driven cultures, staff are hesitant to raise issues because escalation
seems punitive or politically risky.

Culture Shapes What Occurs Before
an Incident Becomes Visible.
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In high-pressure cultures, performance is rewarded while behavioural risks are
overlooked, especially when the individual is valuable, senior, or well-
connected.

This is why culture is so difficult to measure and so easy to underestimate. It
does not appear in control frameworks. It does not show up in compliance
reporting. Yet it shapes whether insider threats are surfaced early or buried
until damage occurs.

Mature organisations build cultures where escalation is normal, not
exceptional. They reinforce that insider threat is not about suspicion. It is about
responsibility, care, and risk awareness.

They equip managers to have difficult conversations early. They create a sense
of psychological safety for reporting concerns. And they ensure that speaking
up leads to action, not retaliation or inertia.

The strongest insider threat programs are not defined by surveillance. They are
defined by trust, accountability, and consistent leadership behaviour.

Executives should ask: Do our people believe insider threat is “someone
else’'s job"? Do managers feel confident addressing early behavioural
risk? Do staff trust that escalation will be handled fairly and
professionally?

If the answer is unclear, then maturity is unclear.

Culture is the most difficult variable to quantify because it isn't a controlled
factor. It forms the environment where every control either succeeds or fails.
Until organisations recognise culture as a vital component of insider threat
maturity, not just a soft afterthought, true readiness will remain A%
hard to assess.
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6. Leaders Overestimate Maturity Based On
Intent

Another reason why it is so hard to judge insider threat maturity is that
leadership confidence is often based on intent rather than proven ability.

Most executives genuinely believe their organisation would respond
appropriately if an insider threat arose. They assume that concerns would be
escalated, controls would be effective, and the right people would act swiftly.
In principle, the organisation feels ready.

But insider threat maturity is not defined by what leaders would do. It is
defined by what the organisation actually does under pressure.

INn Many environments, maturity is often overestimated because systems
appear reliable during normal operations. Policies are established. Reporting
channels are available. Roles are clearly defined. However, insider incidents
rarely follow straightforward, procedural patterns. They involve human
complexity, trusted individuals, sensitive allegations, conflicting priorities, and
reputational risks.

The true test of maturity is what happens when the insider threat is
uncomfortable.

For example, how does the organisation respond when the individual involved
is a high performer? When the person is senior, well-liked, or considered
“untouchable”? When behavioural warning signs emerge, but evidence is
incomplete? When legal caution, privacy concerns, or internal politics delay
action?

%

Insider Threat Maturity Cannot be Assumed.
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These are the moments where intent collapses into hesitation.

Leaders often assume escalation will occur automatically, but in practice staff
may stay silent. Managers may rationalise behaviour rather than confront it.

Security teams may lack the authority to act without HR alignment. Legal may
advise restraint until proof is clear. What appears coordinated in theory
becomes fragmented in reality.

This is not a failure of goodwill. It is a failure of tested readiness.

Insider threat maturity cannot be assumed. It must be shown through real-

world actions: Early intervention, cross-functional decision-making, consistent
escalation, and leadership willingness to act before harm becomes undeniable.

Executives should ask themselves a harder question than “Do we have
the right controls?” They should ask:

e Have we ever tested our response to an insider scenario involving a
trusted employee?

e Do managers know what to do when concerns are behavioural, not
technical?

 Would we act early, or wait until evidence becomes undeniable?

e Are we prepared for discomfort, not just incidents?

-« 4
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The gap between intent and reality is where insider harm often grows.

Mature organisations do not rely on confidence. They rely on rehearsal, clarity,
accountability, and the discipline to confront risk early, even when it is
inconvenient.

Until leadership maturity is measured by action rather than assumption,
insider threat readiness will remain easy to overestimate and hard to prove.

THIS IS THE INTENT [LLUSION:
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7. Maturity Looks Different at Different
Stages

One of the greatest challenges in judging insider threat maturity is that it
rarely develops evenly.

Organisations often assume maturity exists at a single level - low, medium, or
high, measured by one score or outcome from a single framework.
But insider threat maturity does not work like that.

Most organisations are mature in some areas and vulnerable in others. They
may have strong prevention controls but weak escalation pathways. They may
detect technical anomalies well but struggle to interpret behavioural risk. They
may respond decisively once an incident is confirmed, yet fail to intervene early
when warning signs first appear.

In other words, maturity is not a single state. It is a capability that varies across
the insider threat lifecycle.

For example, an organisation may have robust onboarding and access
controls, yet limited oversight of privileged users once inside.

Another may have excellent monitoring tools, but poor coordination between
HR and security when behavioural concerns emerge.

Some may manage employee exits well but overlook risks related to
contractors or third-party access.

Insider Threat Maturity is Not a Single State
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Others may have strong incident response plans, but no mechanism for
identifying near-misses before harm occurs.

This unevenness gives a false sense of confidence. A high maturity score in one
area can hide significant weaknesses in others. Leaders might think the
organisation is “advanced” because some controls are solid, but blind spots still
exist in areas like trust, culture, and early escalation, where insider incidents
often start.

Boards are particularly vulnerable to this oversimplification. Executive reports
often arrive in isolated fragments - Such as cyber metrics, HR indicators, and
compliance updates, rather than providing an integrated view of insider risk
across different stages. A single maturity label cannot accurately reflect these
disparities.

True maturity requires balance: Prevention, detection, deterrence, response,
learning, and cultural reinforcement working together as a system.

The question is not whether an organisation has reached a particular
maturity level. The question is whether maturity exists across the
moments that matter most:

Before risk escalates

When warning signs are ambiguous

When the insider is trusted or senior

When teams must act together quickly

When intervention must occur quietly and early
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Mature organisations recognise that insider threat readiness is not achieved
through a scorecard. It is achieved through consistency across the lifecycle,
where no single stage becomes the weak link that undermines the rest.

Until organisations assess maturity as an end-to-end capability rather than a
single number, insider threat readiness will remain difficult to judge and easy
to overstate.

TITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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8. Insider Threat is Still Emotionally
Uncomfortable

Even with frameworks, controls, and governance structures, insider threat
remains one of the most difficult threats for organisations to confront for a
simple reason: It is emotionally uncomfortable.

Unlike external threats, insider threats force leaders to face the reality that
harm might originate from within... from trusted employees, respected
colleagues, long-serving staff, or valued contractors. That reality challenges the
psychological foundations of organisational life: Trust, loyalty, fairness, and
belonging.

Most organisations are built on an assumption of good intent. People are hired,
empowered, and granted access because trust is necessary for work to
function. Insider threat disrupts that assumption. It introduces an
uncomfortable tension: How do you maintain a culture of trust while
acknowledging that trust can be exploited?

This discomfort shapes maturity more than most leaders realise.
In Many organisations, insider threat is quietly avoided because it feels
personal rather than procedural.

Behavioural concerns are more challenging to raise than technical alerts.
Managers often hesitate to act on early warning signs because they fear being
wrong, damaging relationships, or creating legal and HR complications.

%

How do you Maintain a Culture of Trust While
Acknowledging That Trust Can be exploited?
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Leaders delay acting because insider cases often involve ambiguity,
reputational concerns, and the risk of internal conflict.

As a result, insider threat maturity is often limited not by technology, but by
reluctance.

This is why organisations can invest heavily in tools and still struggle with
prevention.

The hardest part is not detecting anomalies. The hardest part is confronting
the human reality behind them: Stress, resentment, coercion, entitlement,
disengagement, or betrayal.

Insider threat also touches organisational identity. Leaders want to believe
their culture is strong, their people are loyal, and their systems are fair.

Acknowledging insider risk can feel like questioning that identity. Yet maturity
requires precisely that honesty.

The most mature organisations do not view insider threat as suspicious. They
see it as a matter of resilience. They normalise the idea that insider risk isn't
about assuming bad intent but about recognising that humans are complex,
pressures fluctuate, and early intervention safeguards both the organisation
and the individual.

Executive maturity is shown by the willingness to face discomfort: Having
tough conversations early, establishing safe escalation routes, and acting
before harm becomes evident.

STITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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Until insider threat is recognised as a legitimate organisational risk rather than
an awkward cultural taboo, maturity will remain incomplete. Controls may
exist, frameworks may score well, but the toughest barrier - the human one,
will still limit readiness.

Insider threat is not just a governance challenge. It is a leadership challenge.
And leadership begins where discomfort is no longer avoided.

TITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT



2026 WHY INSIDER THREAT MATURITY IS HARD TO JUDGE | PAGE 25

Final Thoughts

Assessing insider threat maturity is challenging because it does not behave
like most other organisational risks. It is not confined to a single function,
resolved through one tool, or demonstrated with just one policy. Instead, it
exists in the space between trust and access, culture and control, human
pressures, and organisational blind spots.

That is why maturity is so often overestimated.

Many organisations seem mature because activity is visible, frameworks are
met, and incidents haven't yet happened. But insider threat readiness isn't
measured by effort, documentation, or silence. It's measured by operational
reality: Whether weak signals are spotted early, whether escalation pathways
work under pressure, whether teams respond quickly together, and whether
leadership steps in before harm becomes irreversible.

True maturity isn't a fixed score. It's a comprehensive capability. It varies across
different stages. It's influenced more by culture than by compliance. And it's
tested most fiercely during moments of discomfort, when the insider is
trusted, when evidence is incomplete, and when the right decision feels
inconvenient.

For executives and boards, the question is not whether insider threat
programs exist. The question is whether they work when it matters most.

True Maturity is Not a Static Score
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The most resilient organisations do not depend on reassurance. They replace
assumptions with evidence. They test coordination, not just controls. They
measure outcomes, not artifacts. They see insider threat not as a source of
suspicion, but as a normal part of organisational resilience in a world where
trust can be exploited, pressures shift, and risk becomes more human.

Insider threat maturity is difficult to assess accurately because it depends on
honest leadership. It involves facing uncomfortable truths, breaking down
silos, and recognising that prevention often occurs quietly, well before an
incident becomes visible.

The organisations that get this right are not those with the thickest policies or
the most impressive dashboards. They are the ones who build clarity,
accountability, and culture early, before a breach forces the lesson upon them.

In insider threat, maturity is not what you claim. It is what you can prove,
under pressure, before damage is done.

STITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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Your Next Step

If insider threat maturity is not what you claim, but what you can prove under
pressure, then the next question for leadership becomes unavoidable:

How do you know where you truly stand today?

Most organisations do not lack effort. They have policies, training, tools, and
governance structures in place. But as this article shows, insider threat
maturity is rarely hampered by inactivity. It is hindered by blind spots:
Fragmented ownership, uneven capability across stages, cultural hesitation,
and the gap between frameworks and operational reality.

This is why insider threat readiness is so often overestimated, until an incident
forces clarity.

The AlIT Insider Threat Capability Assessment is the most practical next step
because it replaces assumptions with evidence.

It offers an independent, structured view of your organisation’s true maturity
across the entire insider threat lifecycle, not only what's documented but also
what works effectively in practice.

o Are weak behavioural and technical sighals being recognised early?

e Do escalation pathways function under real-world pressure?

e Are HR, Security, IT, Legal and Risk aligned or operating in fragments?

e Can the organisation intervene early, or only investigate after harm?

e Are trusted insiders, contractors, and privileged users consistently covered?

e Does leadership have clarity, accountability, and decision-making readiness
when discomfort arises?

© AUSTRALIAN INSTITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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Importantly, the assessment is not about blame or buying tools. It is about
establishing a defensible baseline, a clear understanding of where maturity is
real, where it is assumed, and where the most serious exposure quietly sits.

For executives and boards, this baseline serves as the foundation for confident
governance, prioritisation, and investment. It enables organisations to shift
from reassurance to resilience.

Because insider threat maturity is not proven by dashboards or silence. It is
proven by readiness, coordination, and early action, before damage is done.

An Insider Threat Capability Assessment is how organisations begin proving
that maturity, rather than discovering its absence too late.

If your organisation has never independently assessed its insider threat
maturity, this is the most valuable next step you can take, before trust is
tested for you.

© AUSTRALIAN INSTITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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@ Insider The Insider Threat Capability Assessment provides
Threat an independent, organisation-wide view of your
Capablllty organisation’s ability to prevent, detect, deter, and
Assessment

respond to insider threats.

It examines how effectively your organisation
brings together:

e Governance and leadership oversight

 Workforce awareness and culture

o Detection and monitoring practices

e Access management and privilege control
Incident response and escalation

e Program maturity and continuous
improvement

e Trust, fairness, and psychological safety

Scan to Download the
Insider Threat Capability Assessment

© AUSTRALIAN INSTITUTE OF INSIDER THREAT
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BOOK THE If this article raised even one red flag in your
DISCOVERY environment, it's worth a conversation.
SESSION Book a 30-minute Consulting Discovery.

Together we will:

MAP YOUR TOP THREE EXPOSURE
POINTS

% IDENTIFY THE HIGHEST-LEVERAGE
A3=%  CONTROL ADJUSTMENT

-‘i— CLARIFY OWNERSHIP AT THE
2 LEADERSHIP LEVEL

i~

Scan to book a call or visit
https://calendly.com/insider-threats/it-assessment-discussion
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