
Original explainer articles drawn from Cyber Crucible's video library — ransomware, data theft,
identity theft, autonomous security, and FortressAI — each with the accompanying video.

Are companies overreacting about AI risk, or is it a visibility problem?
Why do traditional SOC security models struggle against machine-speed cyberattacks?
What does truly autonomous cybersecurity actually look like day to day?
Can AI tools like ChatGPT replace a human cybersecurity team?
Can ransomware still reach data stored in cloud services like OneDrive or Google Drive?
If ransomware deletes itself, does that mean the attack is over?
Should cybersecurity focus on resilience or preventing attacks in the first place?
How does Cyber Crucible help me manage cybersecurity vendors and outcomes?
How does Cyber Crucible help me control cybersecurity spending and vendor contracts?
Does Cyber Crucible work alongside other cybersecurity and EDR tools?
Why is AI a business risk, not just a productivity tool, for company executives?
Are employees already using AI tools before our company has an official AI policy?
What are the warning signs that a ransomware attack is happening?
What actually happens in the moments during a ransomware attack?
What actually happens when ransomware hits a company server?
Why does ransomware attack shared files before it hits my desktop?
What inspired the founder to create Cyber Crucible?
Where do ransomware attacks actually come from?
Who do ransomware attackers actually target today?
Who Is Most at Risk of a Ransomware Attack, and Why Are They Targeted?
Who Actually Runs Ransomware Attacks and How Do They Operate?
Who is the best-fit customer for Cyber Crucible's ransomware protection?
Why are ransomware attacks becoming more common each year?
Why does Cyber Crucible use AI instead of a human SOC team to stop ransomware?
Why do security teams get thousands of alerts a day and how can they cope?
Why is credential and identity theft more dangerous than ransomware encryption?
Why has ransomware become so difficult to stop and recover from?

Video Explainers



Why can't traditional antivirus stop zero-day and fileless ransomware attacks?
Will hackers use more AI in ransomware attacks in 2025?
Does using Cyber Crucible lower a company's overall security budget?



Short answer: Most organizations are not overreacting to AI risk—they simply lack real visibility
into how AI tools are actually being used across their environment. Without that visibility, the
safest assumption is that current risk is being underestimated, not exaggerated.

When companies evaluate their exposure to AI-related risk, a common pattern shows up: some
organizations openly admit they have no clear picture of how AI tools are being used internally.
Others believe they do have visibility, only to discover otherwise once monitoring is actually put in
place. In practice, once tracking is turned on, the volume and variety of AI tool usage that surfaces
is often surprising, to the point that visibility features sometimes need to be run in a controlled or
simulated mode simply to keep up with how much activity appears almost immediately.

This gap suggests that concerns about AI risk are rarely overblown. More often, the concern is
understated because leaders are working without the data needed to judge the situation
accurately.

A useful way to think about this is similar to personal finances: if you never check your bank
balance, the responsible assumption is that you don't have significant funds available, not the
reverse. The same logic applies to AI usage inside a company. Without concrete variables, such as
which tools are in use, how often, and by whom, organizations have no reliable basis for assuming
risk is low. The responsible default is to assume worst-case exposure until actual usage data proves
otherwise.
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Across users, business units, and the AI tools themselves, new and often unsanctioned use cases
keep emerging faster than governance can keep pace. This consistent pattern indicates that most
organizations, regardless of size or industry, are still catching up to how AI is actually being used in
their environment. Establishing clear visibility is the necessary first step before AI risk can be
accurately assessed or managed.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1176539821?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا

The bigger pattern behind AI adoption

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1176539821?texttrack=en
https://vimeo.com/1176539821


Short answer: Traditional security operations centers were designed for a slower, more
predictable era of hacking, relying on signatures and human analysis to catch threats after the fact.
Today's attackers use automated tools that mutate constantly, so defenses must shift to
signatureless, preventative approaches that operate faster than the attack itself.

Years ago, malicious tools behaved in fairly consistent, identifiable ways. Security teams could
build detection methods around known patterns because attackers weren't yet relying on heavy
automation to constantly change their techniques. That approach worked well enough to catch
some of the most sophisticated threats of that era, including highly targeted attacks discovered
over a decade ago.

That landscape no longer exists. Modern attackers use automation to generate rapid variations of
their tools, making it difficult for signature-based detection to keep pace. By the time a new
signature is identified, cataloged, and deployed across a security stack, the attacker has often
already moved on to a new variant.

Traditional SOC workflows depend on identifying known indicators, then investigating and
responding through largely manual or semi-manual processes. This model assumes attackers move
at a pace that gives defenders time to analyze and react. When attacks are automated and can
mutate in real time, that assumption breaks down, leaving a persistent gap between when a threat
emerges and when it's addressed.
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Security tools now need to operate without relying solely on pre-known signatures. Instead, they
need to detect and prevent malicious behavior directly, acting at machine speed rather than
waiting for human-driven analysis cycles. Cyber Crucible's FortressAI technology is built around this
principle, focusing on stopping ransomware, data theft, and identity theft attempts through
automated, preventative action rather than after-the-fact signature matching.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1182235055?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1182235055?texttrack=en
https://vimeo.com/1182235055


Short answer: Genuine autonomous security should feel routine and low-effort, not like a
constant source of alerts or anxiety. If a security tool requires ongoing attention, tuning, or worry, it
isn't functioning autonomously.

Security teams and IT staff already juggle more tasks than they can realistically finish. Adding a
tool that demands regular check-ins, manual review of alerts, or late-night troubleshooting defeats
the purpose of automation. Effective autonomous protection should operate quietly in the
background, much like a fire extinguisher mounted on the wall. Most people don't think about their
fire extinguisher until an inspector comes by once a year to confirm it's charged and ready. The
rest of the time, it simply sits there, doing its job without requiring attention.

That's the standard autonomous security should meet. It should handle threats on its own, without
pulling staff away from other priorities or becoming another item on an already long to-do list.

If a security product leaves you checking dashboards constantly, second-guessing whether it
caught something, or losing sleep over whether it's actually working, it isn't truly autonomous—it's
just another manual task wearing a different label. Cyber Crucible's FortressAI is built around this
idea: detecting and stopping ransomware, data theft, and identity theft activity without needing
constant human oversight to function correctly.

The measure of success isn't how much activity a security tool generates or how often it needs
adjustment. It's how little it needs to be thought about. When autonomous security is working as
intended, it should be unremarkable—present, reliable, and largely invisible until the moment it's
needed.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1190816235?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا
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https://vimeo.com/1190816235




Short answer: No. General-purpose AI tools can support security work by summarizing
information or answering basic questions, but they are not reliable enough to replace a trained
security team when real risk decisions are on the line.

Tools like ChatGPT often present answers with a tone of certainty, even when the underlying
information is incomplete or incorrect. This can create a false sense of authority, similar to a
persuasive person who states something confidently enough that others accept it as fact without
checking it further. In everyday conversation, that kind of misplaced confidence is a minor issue. In
cybersecurity, where decisions affect how an organization identifies and responds to threats,
accepting inaccurate output at face value can lead to real harm. Security analysis depends on
context, verification, and judgment that current general AI models are not equipped to fully
replicate.

Despite these limitations, AI tools are not without value in a security context. They can serve as a
starting point for research, help explain concepts, or assist with drafting and organizing
information. Used this way, AI functions as a support tool rather than a decision-maker. The key is
recognizing the difference between AI assisting a knowledgeable analyst and AI attempting to
independently assess and mitigate risk, which requires deeper expertise than these tools currently
offer.

AI vendors and practitioners who set realistic expectations, rather than overstating what these
tools can do, are more likely to build lasting trust. Overselling AI’s capabilities in security risks
eroding confidence once limitations become apparent. Clear, measured communication about what
AI can and cannot do helps organizations make informed choices about how to incorporate it
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responsibly. Cyber Crucible’s approach reflects this same principle: rather than positioning AI as a
replacement for skilled defenders, autonomous protection technologies like FortressAI are designed
to work alongside human expertise, strengthening an organization’s ability to prevent ransomware,
data theft, and identity theft without pretending to eliminate the need for informed oversight.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1134578207?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1134578207?texttrack=en
https://vimeo.com/1134578207


Short answer: Yes. While cloud storage was once out of reach for ransomware, attackers have
adapted their methods and can now target cloud-stored data through techniques like drive
mapping and, more commonly today, theft of API keys and session tokens.

When remote work drove a rapid shift toward cloud storage, both businesses and cybercriminals
were adjusting to the new environment at the same time. In the early stages of this shift,
ransomware typically could not touch files stored in cloud platforms — if data lived in the cloud
rather than on a local server, attackers generally left it alone because they lacked a direct path to
it.

That changed as attackers learned to manually connect cloud storage, such as an Amazon,
OneDrive, or Google Drive account, to an infected system. They did this by mounting the cloud
storage as a local drive letter, similar to how a USB device appears as its own drive on a computer.
Once mounted this way, the cloud-based files became just as exposed to encryption as files on a
local hard drive.

As cloud usage matured, attacker tactics shifted again. Rather than manually mounting drives,
many now go after API keys and session tokens — credentials that grant direct, program-level
access to cloud accounts and data. Gaining one of these is comparable to stealing a password,
except it often provides broader and faster access to cloud resources than a stolen password alone.

This shift matters because the same speed and scalability that make cloud computing valuable for
legitimate IT teams are now available to attackers as well. Among Cyber Crucible clients last year,
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more than half experienced an attempted theft of a cloud session token aimed at hijacking a user's
active session, while fewer than 9% saw any actual data compromise. This suggests attackers are
prioritizing credential and token theft as their primary entry point, with data theft as a secondary
goal.

Cloud storage does not guarantee protection from ransomware or data theft. It simply changes the
method attackers must use to reach that data — shifting the primary risk toward credential and
session token compromise rather than direct file encryption.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1047006345?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا

Is cloud data automatically safe?

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1047006345?texttrack=en
https://vimeo.com/1047006345


Short answer: No. Modern ransomware is often designed to erase itself once it finishes encrypting
files, but that self-deletion has nothing to do with whether your systems or data are actually
safe—it just removes evidence of the tool that did the damage.

Today's attackers rarely rely on a single piece of malware for an entire intrusion. Instead, they
typically use a sequence of separate tools: one to harvest credentials, another to locate and
exfiltrate valuable data, and a final one to encrypt files for maximum leverage. Once that last
encryption tool completes its job, it commonly wipes itself from the system. What's left behind are
ransom notes with contact instructions and, more importantly, files that remain locked. The
absence of the malware itself is not a sign of resolution—it simply means the attacker's job is
finished from their perspective.

By the time encryption occurs, any data theft has usually already taken place, and that information
is gone regardless of what happens next. The encrypted files that remain can, in some cases, be
addressed through negotiation with the attacker or through decryption tools, but there is no
guarantee of success. Techniques that once allowed automated decryption without paying
attackers have become far less effective as ransomware operators have adapted their methods.
There is no simple recovery action, such as restarting a device, that reverses the encryption.

Once ransomware has run its course and deleted itself, organizations are generally left with two
paths: rebuilding affected systems and data from clean backups, or attempting decryption through
payment and negotiation with the attacker. Neither option is quick or guaranteed, which is why
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prevention—stopping ransomware before encryption and data theft occur—remains far more
effective than trying to respond after the fact.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1043482941?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1043482941?texttrack=en
https://vimeo.com/1043482941


Short answer: Resilience—recovering after an attack—matters, but the more important goal is
preventing ransomware, data theft, and identity theft before damage occurs, since automated
attacks are relentless and increasingly well-informed about when to strike.

The term "resilience" in cybersecurity has drifted toward two different ideas. One is whether your
security tools themselves can keep functioning under attack—essentially, can the software meant
to protect you survive being directly targeted or tampered with, much like asking whether a
security camera can keep recording after someone tries to disable it. The other, more traditional
meaning is whether your business can recover and bounce back after a breach has already
happened.

Both matter, but neither should be the primary strategy. Modern attacks are automated and
constant. The main reason organizations aren't hit nonstop is that attackers have gotten good at
reading signals about which targets are worth their time—for example, avoiding companies that
clearly don't have the financial resources to make an attack profitable. That level of automated
targeting means resilience alone is a reactive posture against an adversary that is always probing.

Being resilient after a breach is comparable to having a good body shop lined up after a car
accident. It's useful, but it's far better to avoid the accident entirely. Nobody wants to test how well
the repair process works if they can instead avoid the collision in the first place.

Applied to business security, this means the priority should be stopping attacks before they
succeed—the equivalent of having reliable brakes rather than just a good repair plan for after a
crash. Cyber Crucible builds toward this outcome by focusing on autonomous prevention, aiming to
stop ransomware, data theft, and identity theft attempts before they can cause harm, rather than
depending solely on recovery and cleanup after the fact.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1194994916?texttrack=en
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https://player.vimeo.com/video/1194994916?texttrack=en


Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا

https://vimeo.com/1194994916


Short answer: Cyber Crucible handles automated prevention at the endpoint, which frees you to
select and hold accountable your own monitoring or response provider—rather than being locked
into a bundled, hard-to-evaluate service tied to a single EDR or XDR vendor.

Many organizations pay significant sums for a hosted security operations center that comes
attached to a particular endpoint detection or extended detection and response product. The
trouble is that this arrangement often leaves the customer with little insight into how attentive or
effective that monitoring service actually is. You may not know how closely your environment is
being watched, how quickly issues are escalated, or whether you're a priority account for that
provider. Because the monitoring is tied to the underlying technology, there's little room to
negotiate, measure, or replace the service if it falls short.

Cyber Crucible focuses on the prevention layer of endpoint protection, stopping ransomware, data
theft, and identity theft attempts automatically. Because prevention is handled independently,
organizations are no longer forced into a single package deal for detection and response. Instead,
you gain the freedom to choose whichever managed detection and response (MDR) or managed
security services (MSSP) partner fits your needs, whether that means your own internal staff, a
specialized MSSP, or another MDR provider entirely.

How does Cyber Crucible help
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This separation gives you the ability to define your own service level agreements, measure the
quality and responsiveness of the team monitoring your environment, and hold that provider
accountable through a real contractual relationship. Instead of hoping a bundled vendor is giving
you adequate attention, you can evaluate and enforce performance standards on your own terms.
Ultimately, Cyber Crucible's approach is about giving organizations genuine control—control
against attackers, and equally important, control over the vendor relationships and contracts that
support their security program.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1046829518?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1046829518?texttrack=en
https://vimeo.com/1046829518


Short answer: Cyber Crucible does not necessarily lower your total security budget, but it gives
you more control over how that budget is spent by letting you separate ransomware and data-theft
prevention from monitoring and response services—so you can choose and hold accountable the
vendor that handles the latter.

Many organizations pay significant sums to a hosted security operations center (SOC) that comes
bundled with an EDR or XDR platform. The challenge with this arrangement is that the customer
typically has little insight into how attentive or effective that monitoring team actually is. There is
no easy way to measure response quality, staff engagement, or how seriously your account is
prioritized. You are essentially trusting that the service behind the scenes is performing well,
without a practical way to verify it.

Cyber Crucible focuses specifically on the prevention side of endpoint protection—stopping
ransomware, data theft, and identity theft before damage occurs. Because prevention is handled
independently, organizations are no longer locked into a single bundled provider for both
prevention and monitoring. This means you can select your own managed detection and response
(MDR) provider, MSSP, or even rely on your internal team for ongoing monitoring and response.

This separation matters because it restores your ability to negotiate and enforce clear service level
agreements with the vendors you choose. You can evaluate responsiveness, measure performance,
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and hold suppliers accountable in ways that aren't possible when prevention and monitoring are
locked together under one contract. In short, the value isn’t just technical defense against
attackers—it’s regaining oversight and control over your own vendor relationships, contracts, and
the quality of service you are paying for.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1046667196?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1046667196?texttrack=en
https://vimeo.com/1046667196


Short answer: Yes. Cyber Crucible is built on its own proprietary sensors and behavior-monitoring
technology, so it runs alongside virtually any other security product without interfering with
existing tools.

Cyber Crucible does not rely on shared EDR hooks or system-level integrations that other security
vendors also depend on. Because its detection and monitoring approach, including the behavior-
gathering methods behind FortressAI, is custom-built from the ground up, it doesn't compete for
the same system resources or interfere with the hooks that other endpoint protection tools use.
This design lets Cyber Crucible operate as an additional protective layer rather than a replacement
or a conflicting overlay. It has been deployed alongside products from a wide range of established
security vendors, and in practice, most environments show no compatibility issues at all.

The rare situation that calls for extra configuration involves custom, in-house software that a
business has built internally. Occasionally, these homegrown tools exhibit behavior patterns that
resemble the kind of activity Cyber Crucible is designed to catch, such as rapid file changes or
unusual system interactions. When this happens, the fix is straightforward: a simple exclusion rule
can be added so Cyber Crucible recognizes the internal tool as legitimate. This exclusion remains
reliable as long as the internal software stays properly signed and unmodified, meaning it
continues to match its expected, verified state. If those conditions hold, the tool operates normally
alongside Cyber Crucible with no ongoing friction.

Organizations do not need to remove or reconfigure their current security stack to adopt Cyber
Crucible. It is designed to complement existing defenses, adding a dedicated layer focused on
ransomware, data-theft, and identity-theft prevention without disrupting the tools already

Does Cyber Crucible work
alongside other cybersecurity
and EDR tools?

Why Compatibility Isn't a Problem

When Adjustments Are Needed

What This Means for Security Teams



protecting the environment.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1043463490?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1043463490?texttrack=en
https://vimeo.com/1043463490


Short answer: Executive teams often view AI purely as a productivity booster, but unmanaged AI
use can expose core business secrets—product plans, revenue data, and sales strategy—directly to
outside parties. This is a strategic and financial risk that belongs on the desk of the CEO, CFO, COO,
and sales leadership, not just the IT department.

Traditional cybersecurity incidents, like a data breach that lands customer records on the dark
web, follow a familiar pattern: leadership responds, regulators may get involved, fines are
sometimes paid, and the board gets a briefing. Companies have dealt with this scenario before,
and processes exist to manage it.

AI introduces a new and less understood category of exposure. When employees use AI tools
without proper safeguards, they may be feeding confidential business information—future product
plans, profit forecasts, sales pipelines—into systems that were never designed to keep that
information contained. Unlike a hacking incident, this isn't necessarily the result of an attack. It can
happen simply through normal, well-intentioned use of AI by staff.

One overlooked risk is what happens inside a company once an AI tool has broad access to internal
documents and data. If access controls aren't carefully designed, an employee could ask an AI
assistant a simple question and receive a detailed answer containing sensitive plans that should
never circulate freely, even internally. That is a governance failure, not a technical glitch, and it
can be just as damaging as an external leak.

Why is AI a business risk, not
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Choosing not to invest in a properly controlled, internal AI environment doesn't eliminate this risk
category; it simply shifts it outside the organization's direct oversight. Business leaders would
never consider publishing profit-and-loss statements or sales pipelines on a public website.
Unmanaged AI use can create a similar outcome without anyone intending it. Treating this as a
core business risk, rather than a purely technical issue, is essential for protecting the competitive
advantages that leadership has worked to build.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1211538534?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا
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Short answer: Yes. Most organizations discover that employees, contractors, consultants, and
vendors are already using AI tools in creative and unexpected ways long before any formal AI
policy or governance project is finalized. Waiting for a "perfect" policy before addressing AI usage
leaves a company blind to what is already happening.

Many leaders assume that AI adoption inside their organization is on hold until an official policy is
written, approved, and rolled out. The thinking goes that employees will wait patiently for clear
rules before experimenting with new tools. In practice, this assumption rarely holds up. People tend
to look for ways to work more efficiently regardless of whether formal guidance exists yet.

When companies put monitoring or enforcement tools in place, such as Cyber Crucible's FortressAI,
they often discover that AI usage is far more widespread and varied than expected. Staff members
are resourceful by nature; that same creativity and problem-solving drive that makes them
valuable employees also leads them to find new, unsanctioned ways to use AI tools to save time or
improve their output. This isn't a sign of bad intent so much as human nature: people will use
available tools to make their jobs easier, whether or not a policy officially permits it.

The real risk isn't that a policy hasn't been finalized yet. It's that organizations often lack visibility
into how AI is already being used across their environment. Without that visibility, security and
compliance teams cannot assess exposure to data leakage, unauthorized tool usage, or other risks
tied to AI adoption. Rather than waiting for a comprehensive AI governance framework to be
completed, organizations benefit from gaining insight into current usage patterns first.
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Understanding what is actually happening on the ground allows policies to be grounded in reality
rather than assumptions about employee behavior.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1176537677?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا
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Short answer: Once ransomware is triggered, it can lock down a business in as little as 60 to 90
seconds, so visible warning signs tend to appear only as the attack is already unfolding, not far
enough in advance to stop it manually. The real defense is catching the preparation work attackers
do beforehand, before they ever hit the final trigger.

Ransomware attacks are often described as instantaneous, but that is misleading. Attackers
typically spend time inside a network beforehand, quietly mapping systems, gaining access, and
positioning themselves to cause maximum damage. This groundwork is similar to a military team
preparing a battlefield before an operation begins. Once everything is in place, the actual
encryption or lockout event can run its course in under two minutes. By the time employees notice
something is wrong, the damage is largely already set in motion.

When an attack executes, businesses often notice a sudden and eerie shift: certain applications or
services stop responding, network connections become unstable, phone systems may drop, and
normal operations feel disrupted almost all at once. Just as unsettling, some systems keep running
normally during this window. That apparent normalcy is not a good sign. It often means attackers
are using those unaffected systems as cover while the rest of the environment is being
compromised.

Because the visible signs of ransomware show up only in the final, fast-moving seconds of an
attack, waiting to react to those signs is not a reliable strategy. Meaningful protection depends on
identifying and stopping malicious activity during the preparation stage, before attackers are ready
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to act. This is the layer where autonomous detection tools like Cyber Crucible’s FortressAI are
designed to operate, aiming to interrupt attacker behavior before it reaches the point of no return,
rather than waiting for the outward symptoms that appear once the attack is already in progress.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1043488930?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا
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Short answer: A ransomware attack's actual encryption phase is remarkably fast, often
completing in roughly 60 to 90 seconds once triggered, though attackers spend significant unseen
time beforehand positioning themselves inside a network. By the time visible symptoms appear,
the damage is already unfolding in real time, which is why detection has to happen before the final
trigger, not after.

Before ransomware ever activates, attackers typically spend time quietly moving through a
company's systems, identifying valuable data, disabling backups, and setting up the conditions
needed for a successful strike. This groundwork can go unnoticed because normal business
operations continue as usual. The network may look stable and healthy right up until the moment
the attacker decides to launch the final stage. Much like an eerie silence right before something
catastrophic happens, this quiet period can be deceiving, since it does not reflect the disruption
about to occur.

Once launched, a ransomware event can unfold in under two minutes. In that short window,
employees may notice sudden outages: email stops working, phone systems go silent, applications
behave erratically, or network connections become unstable. These are symptoms of encryption
and system compromise happening simultaneously across the environment. Because the process
moves so quickly, there is typically not enough time for a person to manually intervene once it
begins.

An unsettling detail of many ransomware incidents is that not everything fails at once. Some
services may continue running normally even as others collapse. This is often because those
unaffected systems are exactly where the attacker is still operating, using them as a foothold or
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staging area. Recognizing this pattern matters, since assuming an issue is “only partial” can create
a false sense of security while the compromise is actively in progress. Effective prevention depends
on identifying and stopping malicious activity before the final destructive stage begins, since once
triggered, the window for action is extremely short.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1046658956?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا
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Short answer: When ransomware strikes a server, attackers typically disable its services first,
then encrypt its data while cutting off IT and security teams from stepping in—sometimes using
dozens or even hundreds of compromised workstations to carry out the encryption remotely.

One of the earliest indicators that a server has been compromised is a sudden loss of service.
Because attackers understand that ransomware can accidentally corrupt files mid-encryption,
many deliberately shut down the applications running on a server before the encryption process
begins. This means employees or customers relying on that system—whether it's a payroll
platform, a web application, or another business-critical service—may notice an outage before
anyone realizes a security incident is underway.

Once the attack is in motion, the ransomware begins encrypting the data stored on the server. To
prevent security teams or administrators from intervening, attackers frequently block network
access to the server, isolating it from the people who would normally respond to the threat. This
tactic buys the attacker time to finish encrypting files before defenders can act.

Interestingly, the server itself is not always where the danger originates. In many cases, attackers
compromise a large number of employee workstations—sometimes 50, 70, or more—that already
have legitimate access to the server. These workstations are then used simultaneously to encrypt
the server's data remotely. Because the attack is launched from multiple endpoints at once, the
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workstations connected to the server often represent a greater vulnerability than the server
infrastructure itself.

This pattern highlights why ransomware defense can't focus solely on servers. Endpoint security
across every device with server access plays a critical role in stopping attacks before encryption
spreads. Cyber Crucible's FortressAI is built to identify and interrupt these behaviors at the earliest
stages, whether the threat originates on a server or spreads from connected workstations.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1041172405?texttrack=en
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Short answer: When ransomware infects an individual workstation, that machine is rarely the
actual target. Attackers use the initial infection as a launching point to reach shared network
resources, and they only encrypt or damage the local desktop after they've already gone after
higher-value data elsewhere.

A common misconception is that if ransomware lands on a specific employee's computer, that
employee's files are what the attackers are after. In reality, the malware is programmed to look
past the local machine almost immediately. Once it gains a foothold, it begins scanning the
network for reachable resources with greater value, such as file servers, internal wikis, or
databases containing customer information. Encrypting or exfiltrating this centralized data is the
real objective, because it affects far more of the organization than any single user's folder.

Because attackers prioritize network-wide data before touching the originating device, the
employee who was infected is usually the last person to notice anything is wrong. By the time a
ransom note appears on that person's screen, the attackers have typically already finished
encrypting or stealing data across much of the company's infrastructure. This sequencing is
intentional. It allows attackers to inflict maximum operational damage before anyone at the
organization has a chance to detect the intrusion or respond. The visible ransom note is essentially
a signal that the more serious damage has already occurred behind the scenes.

Personal photos or documents stored locally on a desktop are typically the least important target in
a ransomware attack, even though they may be the most visible sign of one. Effective defense
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needs to account for this pattern by focusing on detecting and stopping malicious activity as early
as possible, before it can reach shared systems. Cyber Crucible's FortressAI is built with this attack
sequence in mind, aiming to intervene during the early stages of an intrusion rather than only
reacting once encryption becomes visible on individual machines.
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Short answer: Cyber Crucible grew out of a career spent building one-off solutions for classified
government missions, and a desire to take that same problem-solving drive and apply it to help far
more people fight back against ransomware and cybercrime worldwide.

Long before Cyber Crucible existed as a company, its founder was already solving hard security
problems, including identifying a way to take control of a botnet in order to protect people from it.
That pattern of breaking down tough technical challenges and engineering practical fixes carried
into a career at the National Security Agency and with other government organizations. Time and
again, a new tool or technique would be built to solve a specific mission need, only to be used
once, handed off to an allied team, or shelved after serving its narrow purpose. Each invention
mattered, but the impact stopped at the edge of a single classified mission.

That cycle of solving a problem and then watching its usefulness stay contained to one team or one
operation eventually became frustrating, even though the work itself was meaningful. When
ransomware emerged as a widespread threat, it presented a different kind of opportunity: a chance
to apply the same inventive approach, but aimed at a problem affecting organizations and
individuals everywhere, not just a single specialized unit. The realization was that helping a
broader population of people required more than another custom tool for a narrow use case. It
required a commercial product that could be deployed easily and reliably at scale.
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That shift in thinking is the foundation of Cyber Crucible's approach. Rather than building a solution
for one team or one mission, the goal is to create technology, powered by FortressAI, that works
automatically and consistently for organizations everywhere, so fewer people have to experience
the damage and disruption caused by ransomware, data theft, and identity theft. The mission-
focused work of the past still matters, but the driving purpose behind Cyber Crucible is reaching
and protecting as many people as possible.
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Short answer: Ransomware operators are not confined to a handful of well-known countries;
automation and cheap criminal tooling now let attackers operate from almost anywhere in the
world.

News coverage often points to a single country or region as the source of ransomware attacks
because it makes for a quick, digestible headline. In practice, direct experience responding to live
incidents tells a more complicated story. When Cyber Crucible began handling active ransomware
cases, our team received a wide range of phone calls tied to the attacks—many originating from
prepaid or disposable "burner" phones with no traceable ownership history. These calls came from
many different regions, including South Asia, the Middle East, parts of Europe, South America, and
even North America. Some callers were low-level operators, while others appeared to be the actual
developers of the malware, occasionally engaging in surprisingly professional, peer-to-peer
conversations about the technical details of their attacks.

While certain regions of the world may still produce a disproportionate share of skilled ransomware
developers, the rise of ransomware-as-a-service kits, automation tools, and basic AI-assisted
outreach has made it far easier for less sophisticated actors to participate. Someone with limited
technical skill can now rent attack infrastructure, purchase stolen network access from initial
access brokers, and run an extortion campaign with minimal upfront investment. This has
effectively opened the door for opportunistic criminals located anywhere to take part, rather than
restricting ransomware activity to a small set of nation-state-linked groups.
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Regional slang, language patterns, and calling behavior observed during these incidents reinforce
that attackers are geographically diverse, not limited to one "bad actor" nation. Understanding
ransomware as a globally distributed, automation-driven criminal enterprise—rather than a simple
geopolitical narrative—leads to better-informed defense strategies and a clearer picture of the real
risk organizations face.
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Short answer: Ransomware operators no longer focus only on large, high-profile organizations.
Automation and AI-driven tools have made it profitable to target businesses of nearly any size,
which means most organizations should assume they are a potential target.

In the early days of modern ransomware, carrying out an attack from initial access through
extortion required skilled, experienced hackers working largely by hand. That limited the pool of
capable attackers and kept the focus on large, high-value targets where the payoff justified the
effort.

As demand grew, established hacking groups began operating more like scaling businesses. Rather
than relying solely on a small number of elite operators, they started building ransomware-as-a-
service programs that package proven attack methods into repeatable, automated playbooks. This
let less experienced operators run effective campaigns, similar to how a junior salesperson can
succeed using a script built from a top performer's methods.

Automation, machine learning, and robotic process automation allow these operators to run many
attacks at once, handle ransom negotiations, and manage payment or recovery support at scale.
Once these functions became largely automated, going after smaller companies became profitable
too, since machines—not people—handle most of the outreach and follow-up.

This shift means attackers are less selective. Large "big game" targets still attract attention
because of the size of a potential payout, but the everyday activity of these criminal operations
increasingly resembles routine sales prospecting: automated systems continuously look for any
organization that might pay. The systems doing the targeting typically have no awareness of who
or what the target actually is, whether that's a major enterprise or a small nonprofit.
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Because targeting is largely automated and indiscriminate, the more relevant question for most
organizations is not whether they might be singled out, but how prepared they are for an eventual
attempt. Solutions such as Cyber Crucible, built on FortressAI, are designed to help organizations
detect and stop ransomware and related threats regardless of the size or profile of the target.
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Short answer: Ransomware risk often comes down to who criminal "access brokers" find easiest
to breach or are specifically paid to breach, which means schools, hospitals, and infrastructure
providers with weaker defenses or valuable data are frequently at the top of the list.

Behind most ransomware incidents is a marketplace most people never see. One group, often
called initial access brokers, spends its time breaking into networks without any specific plan for
what happens next. Once they've gained a foothold, they advertise that access for sale, describing
exactly what they control, such as administrative rights to security tools, the ability to disable
antivirus protections, or access to a large share of an organization's devices. They might describe,
for example, having compromised a school district's device fleet or an IT vendor's remote access
tools. Buyers, ranging from data-theft groups to ransomware operators to state-sponsored actors,
then bid on that access based on how valuable and complete it appears.

A second, more targeted pattern also exists. Here, a buyer, such as a ransomware group or a
nation-state actor, puts in a specific request: find and compromise a set number of organizations
matching certain criteria, such as hospitals of a particular size in a particular region, or utility
providers like water treatment plants. Access brokers then treat this like a sales assignment,
actively hunting for organizations that fit the profile. Once they succeed, they sell that access to
the original requester, even though the two sides typically never interact directly or know each
other's identities. This is why sudden clusters of attacks against similar organizations, such as
multiple hospitals in one region, often reflect a coordinated buy order rather than coincidence.

Who Is Most at Risk of a
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Because targeting can be either opportunistic or specifically commissioned, any organization with
weak security controls, sensitive data, or critical services can become a target, regardless of size or
industry. Understanding this buyer-and-seller dynamic underscores why proactive, always-on
defenses matter more than reacting after a breach has already been sold to the highest bidder.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1047715835?texttrack=en
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Short answer: Ransomware attacks are carried out by a loosely organized network of developers,
resellers, and operators who function much like a business supply chain, and the most effective
ones treat extortion as a professional trade rather than a personal grudge.

Ransomware is rarely the work of a single hacker acting alone. Instead, it operates more like a
distributed industry made up of malware developers who build the tools, resellers or affiliates who
distribute access to that malware, and operators who carry out the actual attacks against victims.
Each group plays a distinct role, similar to how a legitimate software vendor might rely on
manufacturers, distributors, and sales teams. This layered structure is part of what makes
ransomware resilient: disrupting one link in the chain doesn't necessarily stop the broader
operation.

Not all attackers behave the same way once their attempts are blocked. Cyber Crucible has directly
experienced this contrast. In one case, an attacker linked to Eastern Europe called after being
stopped, treating the encounter as a technical puzzle to solve rather than a personal insult. That
individual even referenced internal software details to prove they had reverse-engineered the
product, then continued reaching out periodically afterward, discussing their operations almost as
a peer would.

By contrast, another attacker connected to Bangladesh reacted with anger and hostility after being
thwarted, resorting to insults rather than problem-solving. That contact did not continue engaging
over time.
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These experiences suggest that the more "successful" and persistent threat actors tend to be the
ones who approach ransomware as a business challenge—methodical, patient, and focused on
finding workarounds. Understanding attackers as businesslike adversaries, rather than purely
chaotic criminals, helps inform how defensive technology like Cyber Crucible's FortressAI is
designed: to anticipate calculated attempts to bypass protections, not just isolated or emotionally
driven attacks.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1047715866?texttrack=en
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Short answer: Cyber Crucible is the best fit for people who think in terms of business impact, not
just technical features. This includes IT leaders stretched thin on resources and executives who
understand what even a short outage could cost the company.

There isn't a single job title that defines the ideal Cyber Crucible customer. What matters is
whether the person grasps the real-world consequences of a ransomware or data-theft incident:
lost revenue, disrupted operations, and the kind of financial damage that can linger for months or
years afterward. Someone in this mindset doesn't need convincing that automated prevention is
worthwhile; they already understand that avoiding downtime is directly tied to protecting profit and
keeping the business running.

This is different from a purely technical sales conversation, where the value of a product gets
buried in jargon that only specialists can follow. Cyber Crucible's approach, powered by FortressAI,
was shaped around a simple, practical outcome for customers first, with the underlying technology
built to support that outcome. Because of that, the clearest conversations tend to happen with
people who care about what a security failure means for the business, not just how the software
works under the hood.

An IT director managing limited staff and budget, who is personally accountable for uptime and
system reliability, often sees the value quickly because downtime affects their daily workload and
performance. On the other end, a CEO or CFO may push for automated protection even when a
security team feels satisfied with existing measures, simply because they recognize that a short
disruption, sometimes as brief as an hour, can create financial damage that takes well over a year
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to recover from.

Whether the conversation starts with an operations-focused IT leader or a finance-minded
executive, the strongest fit for Cyber Crucible is anyone who evaluates cybersecurity through the
lens of business continuity and financial risk, rather than technical detail alone.
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Short answer: Ransomware attacks are increasing because cybercriminal groups have evolved
from disorganized, opportunistic actors into disciplined operations that use automation to attack
many victims efficiently and extract payment quickly.

When ransomware first became a widespread threat, many attackers were inexperienced. A wave
of newly unemployed individuals during the pandemic era tried their hand at cybercrime, often
with inconsistent results. As with any emerging industry, only the more organized and capable
operators survived that early shakeout period. Over time, these groups began functioning less like
scattered opportunists and more like structured businesses focused on consistent revenue.

By 2024, this maturity has translated into heavy reliance on automation. Established ransomware
operations now use automated tools to bring less experienced participants into their attacks while
still maintaining efficient, repeatable processes. This has allowed them to scale their activity well
beyond what a small team of skilled hackers could accomplish manually.

A key part of this evolution is learning how to size an attack correctly. If an intrusion is too minor, a
well-prepared IT team can simply restore systems and avoid paying anything. If an attack is too
extensive, wiping out entire company infrastructure, there may be no viable business left to issue a
ransom payment at all. Modern ransomware groups aim for a middle ground: enough disruption to
pressure a company into quick payment, without causing so much damage that recovery or
negotiation becomes irrelevant.
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Once an attack process can be automated, cybercriminals are no longer satisfied with pursuing a
single victim at a time. Using tools that resemble artificial intelligence, machine learning, and
robotic process automation, they can target dozens or hundreds of organizations in parallel. Many
victims choose not to publicly disclose incidents, allowing attackers to complete a cycle of extortion
and move on to new targets. This scaled, repeatable business model—rather than any single new
technology—is the primary reason ransomware attacks continue to climb.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1043463561?texttrack=en
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Short answer: Cyber Crucible was built as a fully automated system from day one because
ransomware attacks unfold far faster than any human security team can react, and artificial
intelligence is the only practical way to model and act on attack behavior in real time.

When Cyber Crucible was first developed, around 2019, ransomware was already outpacing the
ability of security operations teams to respond. Even early ransomware strains could lock down an
entire organization's systems within minutes. That left no realistic window for a person to notice
the warning signs, assess what was happening, and intervene before serious damage occurred.
Since then, attacks have only accelerated—some reports suggest a mid-sized company's network
can be fully compromised in as little as 90 seconds. At that speed, expecting a human analyst to
detect and stop an attack in progress simply isn't feasible, no matter how skilled or well-staffed the
team is.

Stopping an attack that fast requires more than fast alerts—it requires software that can recognize
malicious behavior patterns and make a containment decision instantly, without waiting for a
person to interpret the data. Building that kind of detailed behavioral modeling by hand, covering
the many ways an attack might unfold, would take far more time than any defender has available.
Artificial intelligence became the necessary tool for constructing these behavioral models
efficiently enough to be built directly into security software, allowing decisions to happen in the
moment an attack begins rather than after the fact.
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The move toward AI-driven defense wasn't about following an industry trend—it was a practical
response to a timing problem that human-based monitoring couldn't solve. Cyber Crucible's
approach reflects the idea of matching the right tool to the right job: when attacks compress into
seconds, defense has to operate on the same timescale, which means automated, AI-based
decision-making rather than manual review.
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Short answer: Alert overload didn't appear overnight — it built up gradually as attackers grew
more automated and evasive, turning once-clear warning signs into faint, ambiguous hints that
require deep expertise to interpret. Cyber Crucible was built to break this cycle by handling
detection and response automatically, rather than asking human teams to sift through endless low-
confidence signals.

Security alerting didn't degrade because vendors decided to push the burden onto customers. It
happened slowly, as attackers refined their techniques to mutate and automate faster than
defensive tools could definitively label an event as malicious. What used to be a clear indicator of
compromise became a faint clue buried among countless other faint clues. Sorting through them
properly takes senior-level analysts significant time, and often what looks suspicious turns out to
be nothing more than a misbehaving printer driver. Meanwhile, a single overlooked low-confidence
alert can be the only visible trace of a serious, active intrusion.

As detection tools tried to keep pace with evolving threats, they compensated by flagging anything
even slightly unusual. This created a flood of alerts that technically satisfied the requirement to
warn customers, but left security teams unable to realistically investigate each one. The natural
result is one of two outcomes: teams start ignoring low-confidence alerts—exactly where
sophisticated attackers tend to hide—or they become overwhelmed, and critical work simply
doesn't get done, regardless of effort or intent.
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Recognizing that incremental fixes wouldn't solve a problem rooted in years of accumulated
complexity, Cyber Crucible approached the issue from a different angle entirely. Instead of
generating more alerts for humans to triage, our FortressAI technology is designed to
autonomously detect and respond to ransomware, data theft, and identity theft threats in real
time. Using modern approaches like generative AI, Cyber Crucible aims to reduce dependence on
manual alert review and address the underlying imbalance between attacker automation and
defender bandwidth.
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Short answer: Ransomware encryption is the visible, final step of an attack, but the real damage
often happens earlier and unnoticed, when attackers automatically harvest passwords, session
tokens, keys, and crypto wallets. Cyber Crucible focuses on detecting and stopping that early,
hidden stage rather than waiting for the moment data gets locked up.

Many security products are built to react to encryption because that's the part of an attack a
business actually notices—systems go down, files become unreadable, and operations stop. This
visible disruption naturally draws the most attention and investment. However, encryption is
typically the last action an attacker takes, not the first. By the time a business sees the effects of
ransomware, the attacker has usually already completed the more consequential part of the
intrusion: quietly collecting identity-related data such as credentials, authentication tokens,
encryption keys, and digital wallet access. This early phase causes no visible disruption, so it tends
to be underestimated even though it gives attackers long-term, repeatable access to a network.

Modern attacks are largely automated, and the identity-theft phase can be completed in just a few
seconds across an entire organization. Because there is no immediate business interruption, this
stage lacks the urgency and visibility that ransomware encryption creates, making it easy to
overlook. Yet this is the stage that gives attackers the ability to return whenever they choose and
carry out further damage, including deploying ransomware later.

Cyber Crucible is designed to detect unauthorized access to identity data at the moment it
happens, rather than waiting for encryption to begin. Because this activity occurs so quickly and
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quietly, significant engineering effort has gone into making detection both fast and
accurate—identifying who is accessing sensitive identity data without slowing down everyday
business operations or user activity.
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Short answer: Ransomware has evolved from a simple hacking trick into a mature, business-like
criminal operation that uses layered encryption and disappearing keys to make recovery almost
impossible without paying. Understanding how the encryption and key-handling actually work
explains why backups, law enforcement seizures, and quick fixes often fall short.

A data breach is about stealing information quietly and selling it later, while ransomware operators
have a different goal: stay inside a network just long enough to cause maximum disruption, then
reveal themselves. Once the damage is done, hiding no longer matters to them. This operation is
increasingly automated and run like a business, complete with payment processing and decryption
"customer service," because attackers need a reliable way to collect money at scale.

Ransomware typically relies on two types of encryption working together. Fast symmetric
encryption (such as AES) locks the actual files, while slower asymmetric encryption—the same
method used to secure web traffic—protects the symmetric key itself. This is a well-established
cryptographic technique borrowed from legitimate security systems, but in ransomware it means
that even if a single file's key were somehow recovered, attackers have added extra complexity so
that decrypting one file often depends on generating a new key for the next, making shortcuts far
harder than they sound.
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Early ransomware reused a single key across many victims, which let defenders occasionally
extract and share a decryption tool. Attackers responded by generating unique, one-time keys that
are never stored anywhere retrievable. This removes the option of qu
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Short answer: Signature-based security tools rely on recognizing known attack patterns, but
modern attackers deliberately test their tools against those same defenses before deploying them,
and increasingly they avoid dropping detectable files altogether. This combination of mutated,
unrecognized threats and memory-only techniques has made traditional detection methods far less
reliable.

Zero-day attacks are, by definition, new or altered enough that they fall outside what existing
security tools already recognize. Vendors have long promised improvements in catching these
threats, but attackers have an inherent advantage: they can access the same commercial security
products that defenders use. Before launching a campaign, attackers routinely test their malware
against popular detection tools, refining it until it slips past. This turns detection into a constantly
moving target rather than a fixed defense.

Attackers have also moved away from dropping obvious malicious executables onto a system.
Instead, they hijack legitimate, trusted applications already approved by application whitelisting
tools, running malicious activity through processes that security software assumes are safe. When
this fileless approach is paired with rapidly mutating code, attacks can complete in a very short
window—sometimes within half an hour—long before a human incident response team could
realistically investigate.
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In many cases, because the attack lives in memory rather than on disk, attackers wipe out logs,
evidence, and even security sensors before finishing their operation. This is similar to a robber
disabling security cameras and alarms before committing a crime: by the time anyone looks for
evidence, the most useful visibility has already been destroyed. This mix of unpredictable attack
methods and self-erasing evidence is why Cyber Crucible has invested significant effort into
building an automated, scalable approach—one designed to capture the critical data needed to
make accurate decisions before attackers can erase the trail, rather than depending on recognizing
threats after the fact.
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Short answer: Yes. Attackers are expected to keep expanding their use of artificial intelligence,
especially large language models, to impersonate trusted individuals and manipulate victims into
granting access or trust.

Search results, news feeds, and everyday conversations are now saturated with AI references, and
that same enthusiasm has taken hold among cybercriminals. When most people mention AI, they
are typically referring to large language models like the ones behind ChatGPT and similar tools that
can convincingly mimic human communication. Attackers have recognized that this capability is
extremely useful for social engineering. Rather than relying on generic phishing emails, they can
generate messages, voices, or conversations that closely resemble a real colleague, vendor, or
authority figure, making it far easier to earn a target's trust before striking.

The trend heading into 2025 is not that AI-driven attacks are brand new, but that they are
becoming more polished and business-like. In the same way legitimate companies are rolling out
AI-powered sales agents and automated outreach tools, attackers are refining their own AI-driven
impersonation techniques. This means more convincing messages that mimic bosses, coworkers,
or trusted partners, all designed to exploit the working relationships people rely on every day. The
danger is that a conversation which feels personal and legitimate may actually be coming from a
highly capable AI system built to manipulate, not assist.

As these impersonation tactics mature, organizations should assume that trust-based attacks will
become harder to spot through instinct alone. Verifying requests through independent channels,
rather than trusting a message or call at face value, becomes increasingly important. Because
these attacks are designed to bypass human judgment, having automated detection and response
capabilities in place, such as those built into Cyber Crucible's FortressAI, provides an additional
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layer of protection when social engineering succeeds in getting past a person's defenses.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1046827321?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1046827321?texttrack=en
https://vimeo.com/1046827321


Short answer: Cyber Crucible is not designed to shrink your security budget outright; instead, it
frees up the time and staff resources that used to go toward manual monitoring and false-positive
chasing, so you can redirect that capacity toward security gaps you previously couldn't afford to
address.

It's tempting to assume that replacing manual security processes with an automated tool like
Cyber Crucible would immediately cut costs. In practice, that's not how it typically plays out. Many
security programs rely on a patchwork of tools that require constant tuning, oversight, and manual
review of alerts. When you introduce automation that reduces this hands-on burden, the value isn't
primarily a lower invoice—it's the reclaimed time and attention your team gains. That reclaimed
capacity tends to get reinvested into other security priorities rather than banked as pure savings.

Most IT and security leaders already know their to-do list outpaces their available people and tools.
Limited staffing and technical constraints mean many known risks simply go unaddressed. By
reducing the manual effort spent sorting through false positives and babysitting detection systems,
Cyber Crucible gives teams room to finally tackle those neglected problems. In this sense, the
benefit is about budget flexibility and control, not necessarily a smaller budget. Leaders can choose
whether to reduce spend, reallocate it, or expand coverage into areas that were previously out of
reach due to resource limits.
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Cyber Crucible cannot resolve every budget constraint an organization faces. What it can do is give
security leaders more command over how their spending translates into real protection. By
replacing manual, labor-intensive monitoring with automated defense, teams gain the ability to
direct their existing budget toward strengthening the overall effectiveness of the security program
they've worked to build—rather than spending it maintaining tools that demand constant attention.

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1043470826?texttrack=en

Watch on Vimeo · Captions: English, Français, Español, ةيبرعلا

https://player.vimeo.com/video/1043470826?texttrack=en
https://vimeo.com/1043470826

