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Abstract. Advanced Persistent Threats (APTs) represent a sophisticated category of cyber threats that pose significant 
challenges to global security and stability. These threats are characterized by their stealth, persistence, and strategic focus, 
often orchestrated by state-sponsored entities or highly organized criminal groups. Their primary objectives are to infiltrate 
networks, exfiltrate sensitive data, and establish a persistent presence within critical systems, posing severe risks to national 
security, economic interests, and critical infrastructure. This study engages with the complexities of international 
cybersecurity efforts to combat APTs, drawing on insights from 19 cybersecurity experts across diverse sectors and regions. 
The research identifies several key barriers that hinder effective global collaboration in this realm. Among these are 
inconsistent regulatory frameworks that vary significantly across jurisdictions, trust deficits among international partners, 
and the technical limitations prevalent in emerging economies. The findings underscore the importance of harmonizing 
legal frameworks and advocate for the standardization of cyber threat intelligence sharing protocols to enhance global 
cybersecurity postures. Successful strategies highlighted include the establishment of adaptive response mechanisms and 
robust public-private partnerships that leverage both governmental oversight and private-sector innovation. Moreover, the 
study emphasizes that strengthening global coordination requires not only technological advancements but also trust-
building and cooperative frameworks that transcend national boundaries. The paper suggests actionable strategies to 
bolster international cooperation, which includes enhancing the capacity for threat intelligence sharing and promoting 
regulatory harmonization. In conclusion, this research illustrates that while the challenges are formidable, the strategic 
alignment of international policies and practices is crucial for an effective defense against APTs. The collaborative 
approaches detailed herein demonstrate potential pathways for achieving more resilient global cybersecurity 
infrastructure. 
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partnerships, Regulatory harmonization 

1. Introduction 
The cybersecurity landscape has profoundly changed over the past two decades, with Advanced Persistent 
Threats (APTs) (Cole 2013) emerging as a prominent menace to national security, economic stability, and 
critical infrastruc- ture (Shakarian et al. 2013). APTs, characterized by their sophistication, persistence, and 
strategic targeting, depart from conventional cyberattacks and demand equally advanced responses. State-
sponsored actors typically orchestrate these threats or highly organized criminal syndicates, aiming to infiltrate 
networks, exfiltrate data, and establish long- term persistence within targeted systems (CYBERSECURITY 
ADVISORY: UNDERSTANDING AND MITIGATING RUSSIAN STATE-SPONSORED CYBER THREATS TO US CRITICAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE 2022). 

1.1 Problem Statement and Research Objectives 

The transnational nature of APTs underscores the urgent need for enhanced global cybersecurity 
collaboration. As these actors exploit disparities in national cybersecurity capabilities, legal frameworks, and 
intelligence-sharing mechanisms, fragmented responses leave critical vulnerabilities unaddressed. Despite 
ongoing international efforts, challenges such as inconsistent regulatory environments and limited trust 
between nations impede effective coordination. 

This study addresses the following research questions: 

• RQ1: What are the key barriers to effective global cybersecurity collaboration in combating APTs? 
• RQ2: How do national policies and legal framework variations impact international cybersecurity 

coordination? 
• RQ3: What role does threat intelligence sharing play in improving global defenses against APTs? 
• RQ4: What actionable strategies can enhance public-private and cross-border collaboration in 

mitigating APT threats? 
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1.2 The Global Imperative for Coordination 

Global coordination is increasingly critical to counteract these evolving threats. While initiatives like the 
Budapest Convention on Cybercrime provide valuable templates, inconsistencies in implementation and 
participation limit their effectiveness (Clough 2014). Public-private partnerships play a pivotal role, combining 
governmental diplomatic re- sources with private-sector technological expertise to detect and neutralize threats 
in real-time (Solansky & Beck 2021). 

2. Literature Review 
The evolving threat landscape of Advanced Persistent Threats (APTs) has been extensively documented in 
cybersecurity literature, emphasizing their sophistication, persistence, and strategic implications (Cole, 2013; 
Shakarian et al., 2013). APTs differ from traditional cyberattacks due to their prolonged engagement with 
targeted systems, often orchestrated by state-sponsored actors or well-resourced criminal organizations 
(CYBERSECURITY ADVISORY, 2022). Sharma et al. (2023) provide a comprehensive analysis of APT evolution, 
anatomy, and countermeasures, noting their increasing adaptability to evade detection and exploit systemic 
vulnerabilities across critical sectors such as finance, healthcare, and energy infrastructure. 

A significant strand of research focuses on the technical challenges of APT detection and response. Som  (Som 
et al. 2019) highlight the use of legitimate tools and advanced evasion techniques by APT actors, complicating 
traditional signature-based detection methods. Similarly, Sood (2021) underscores the difficulties 
organizations face in maintaining robust detection infrastructure, particularly in cloud environments where 
logging capabilities are often cost-prohibitive for smaller entities.  

Akbarzadeh et al. (2024) extend this discussion to cyber-physical systems, identifying human-centric 
vulnerabilities, such as attention diversion techniques, as critical factors in APT success. Parallel to technical 
analyses, the literature emphasizes the importance of global coordination in combating APTs, given their 
transnational nature. 

Clough (2014) critiques the Budapest Convention on Cybercrime as a foundational yet imperfect framework, 
pointing to inconsistent implementation across jurisdictions as a barrier to harmonized responses. 

Samonek (2020) further explores trust deficits among nations, arguing that geopolitical tensions hinder 
effective cyber defense collaboration in Europe and beyond.  

Wang et al. (2019) advocate for standardized threat intelligence sharing protocols, such as STIX and TAXII, to 
streamline cross-border cooperation, though adoption remains uneven. 

Public-private partnerships (PPPs) emerge as a recurring theme in addressing APTs. Solansky and Beck (2021) 
demonstrate how interorganizational information sharing between government and private entities enhances 
real-time threat mitigation, particularly during large-scale incidents. However, Shawe and McAndrew (2023) 
caution that disparities in cybersecurity maturity, especially between developed and emerging markets, create 
exploitable gaps, amplifying the global impact of APTs. Lee complements this by stressing the role of threat 
intelligence in bridging these disparities, though resource constraints in less-developed regions limit its 
practical application (Lee 2023). Despite these contributions, gaps remain in the literature. While technical and 
organizational challenges are well-documented, fewer studies provide empirical insights into the lived 
experiences of cybersecurity professionals navigating global collaboration. Moreover, actionable strategies for 
overcoming trust deficits and regulatory inconsistencies are often proposed in theory (e.g., Mitchell, 2022) but 
lack detailed examination through practitioner perspectives. This study addresses these gaps by leveraging 
expert interviews to identify barriers and propose practical solutions, building on the foundational work of 
prior research while advancing the discourse on effective global cybersecurity coordination. 

3. Methodology 
This study employed qualitative research methods through semi-structured interviews (Galletta 2012) with 
cybersecu- rity professionals to explore the critical aspects of global APT response coordination. 

3.1 Participant Selection and Data Collection 

Nineteen cybersecurity professionals from diverse sectors and geographical regions were selected using 
purposive sampling. This sample size proved sufficient as theoretical saturation was reached across all 
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research questions, with no new significant themes or insights emerging in the final interviews. Selection 
criteria included direct experience with APT incidents, involvement in incident response, and representation 
across multiple sectors. Participants held positions in government agencies, financial institutions, consulting 
firms, and technology companies. 

3.2 Data Analysis and Ethical Considerations 

The study employed thematic analysis using both deductive and inductive approaches. Interview transcripts 
were analysed using NVIVO Qualitative Analysis Software, with coding focused on identifying key themes 
related to the research questions. The research was conducted under ethical guidelines approved by the 
Norwegian Agency for Shared Services in Education and Research (SIKT.no, Ref. 530XXX), ensuring participant 
confidentiality and in- formed consent. 

4. Sectoral And Regional Insights 
The impact and methodology of Advanced Persistent Threats (APTs) vary significantly across sectors and 
regions, shaped by unique vulnerabilities and geopolitical motivations. This section examines key sectoral 
challenges and regional variations in attack strategies. 

Table 1: Respondents’ sectors, interview dates, and countries of respondents 

Respondent Sector Interview Date Country 

R1 Consulting Firm A August 12, 2024 Norway 

R2 Government Agency August 5, 2024 Norway 

R3 Financial Institution A August 2, 2024 Norway 

R4 Cybersecurity Consulting Firm B August 20, 2024 Norway 

R5 Government Agency B September 16, 2024 Norway 

R6 Consulting Firm C September 2, 2024 USA 

R7 Financial Institution B September 5, 2024 Chile 

R8 Government Agency C September 10, 2024 Mexico 

R9 Cybersecurity Consulting Firm D August 5, 2024 Norway 

R10 Government Agency D September 10, 2024 USA 

R11 Research Institution September 15, 2024 Ecuador 

R12 Technology Company September 20, 2024 Mongolia 

R13 Technology Company B October 22, 2024 Russia 

R14 Research Institution B October 25, 2024 Norway 

R15 Industrial Corporation October 29, 2024 Netherlands 

R16 Cyber Defense Center October 31, 2024 Norway 

R17 Consulting Firm D November 1, 2024 UK 

R18 Threat Intelligence Firm November 6, 2024 Germany 

R19 Cybersecurity Consulting Firm E November 8, 2024 Norway 

4.1 Critical Sector Vulnerabilities 

4.1.1 Financial and healthcare sectors 

The financial and healthcare sectors, along with the government and military, constitute the primary targets 
for APT actors owing to their access to sensitive data and crucial operations (Sharma et al. 2023). Financial 
institutions face sophisticated attacks targeting monetary assets and strategic data, while healthcare 
organizations struggle to protect patient privacy and maintain service continuity. As one respondent noted: 

”APT groups often target financial institutions not only for monetary gains but also for strategic 
leverage. The sophistication of these attacks allows them to bypass even advanced security protocols.” 
– R3 

773 
The Proceedings of the 24th European Conference on Cyber Warfare and Security, ECCWS 2025



Raymond Andre Hagen 

4.1.2 Industrial and energy infrastructure 

The convergence of IT and OT (Operational Technology) systems in industrial and energy sectors creates 
unique vulnerabilities. Legacy control systems, often designed without modern security considerations, 
present significant risks when integrated with contemporary IT infrastructure (Akbarzadeh et al. 2024): 

”Most OT systems were not designed with cybersecurity in mind. Integrating these systems with 
modern IT infrastructure introduces vulnerabilities that APT actors exploit, often with devastating 
consequences.” – R15 

4.2 Regional Variations in APT Activity 

4.2.1 Developed markets 

In North America and Europe, APTs primarily target defense, technology, and critical infrastructure sectors 
(Shawe & McAndrew 2023). These regions demonstrate more robust cybersecurity infrastructure, but face 
increasingly sophisti- cated attacks. A respondent from a multinational firm observed: 

”The attackers set up fake domain controllers to intercept authentication credentials through 
typosquatting. This method was innovative and difficult to detect, showcasing the evolving capabilities 
of APT actors.” – R18 

4.2.2 Emerging markets 

Emerging economies face distinct challenges due to limited resources and cybersecurity expertise. Educational 
insti- tutions and developing infrastructure present attractive targets: 

”Our primary targets are universities and polytechnic institutes. The combination of high-value 
research data and limited cybersecurity funding makes these institutions particularly vulnerable to 
APTs.” – R11 

The diversity in APT tactics across sectors and regions emphasizes the need for tailored security measures and 
enhanced international collaboration. While advanced economies demonstrate stronger detection and 
response capabilities, the interconnected nature of global systems means vulnerabilities in any region can 
have cascading effects worldwide. This underscores the importance of unified approaches to threat intelligence 
sharing and capacity building, particularly in supporting emerging economies to strengthen their cybersecurity 
posture (Lee 2023). 

5. Challenges in Detection and Response 
Detecting and responding to Advanced Persistent Threats (APTs) present complex challenges that span technical 
capa- bilities, organizational processes, and resource constraints. Our research reveals several critical obstacles 
organizations face in defending against these sophisticated threats. 

5.1 Technical Challenges 

Organizations face three primary technical challenges in APT detection and response: 

5.1.1 Detection infrastructure 

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) struggle to maintain comprehensive logging capabilities, 
particularly in cloud environments (Sood 2021). As one respondent noted: 

”Logging on cloud systems can be prohibitively expensive for SMEs, making it difficult to maintain the 
same level of visibility and historical data necessary for advanced threat detection.” – R19 

5.1.2 Advanced evasion techniques 

APT actors increasingly utilize legitimate tools and admin utilities to avoid detection (Som et al. 2019): 

”Many APT actors rely on commercially available tools and admin utilities, making it harder to distinguish 
between legitimate and malicious activities in a network.” – R13 
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This reliance on standard tools requires detection mechanisms focused on behavioral patterns, rather than 
traditional indicators of compromise. 

5.2 Organizational Challenges 

5.2.1 Resource constraints 

Organizations, particularly SMEs, often lack the financial and human resources needed for robust cybersecurity 
de- fenses: 

”Most SMEs cannot afford dedicated incident response teams or advanced threat detection tools. 
Instead, they rely on external managed service providers, which may not always meet their specific 
needs.” – R16 

5.2.2 Cross-Team coordination 

Effective incident response requires seamless coordination between internal teams and external partners. 
Communica- tion gaps and varying expertise levels often impede rapid response: 

”The handoff between internal teams and external SOCs or CERTs can lead to delays and miscommuni- 
cation, especially during critical incidents.” – R14 

5.3 Emerging Solutions and Recommendations 

To address these challenges, organizations should focus on: 

• Implementing cost-effective logging solutions tailored to organizational size and resources 
• Enhancing behavioral detection capabilities through AI and machine learning 
• Establishing clear protocols for coordination between internal and external response teams 
• Promoting proactive threat hunting as a standard practice 

These measures and improved public-private collaboration can help organizations better detect and respond 
to APT threats. Particular emphasis should be placed on developing solutions accessible to organizations with 
limited re- sources, as these often represent the weakest links in global cybersecurity defense chains. 

6. Findings and Discussion 
Analysis of interviews with 19 cybersecurity professionals revealed clear patterns regarding the challenges and 
oppor- tunities in global APT response coordination. This section presents key findings supported by empirical 
evidence from our qualitative research. 

6.1 Support for Global Collaboration 

Our analysis revealed strong support for international cooperation, with 15 of 19 participants explicitly stating 
that APTs cannot be effectively countered without coordinated international efforts. As articulated by a 
government agency representative: 

”No single country or organization can address APTs alone. These threats operate across borders, 
exploit- ing gaps in communication and enforcement. Collaboration is not optional; it’s a necessity.” – 
R10 

6.2 Key Implementation Barriers 

The research identified three primary barriers to effective collaboration: 

• Trust Deficits: Ten participants cited lack of trust between nations as the primary obstacle to 
intelligence sharing (Samonek 2020). A cybersecurity expert from Russia noted: 

”There’s always a fear of revealing too much when sharing intelligence internationally. Nations worry 
their weaknesses might be exposed, making true collaboration difficult.” – R13 
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• Standardization Challenges: Twelve respondents emphasized the need for standardized protocols, 
especially within cyber threat intelligence, and information sharing such as TAXII, STIX (Wang et al. 
2019), and TLP (Mitchell 2022) protocols. A European security specialist explained: 

”Even when countries want to share data, the absence of standardized frameworks creates 
bottlenecks. Everyone has their way of doing things, slowing the response time.” – R7 

• Resource Disparities: Eight participants highlighted the impact of varying cybersecurity maturity levels 
across nations. A consultant working with developing nations observed: 

”Cybersecurity is only as strong as its weakest link. If developing countries can’t afford robust de- 
fenses, they become easy targets, and attackers use them as stepping stones.” – R6 

6.3 Evidence of Effective Collaboration 

Thirteen participants provided concrete examples where international cooperation led to successful threat 
mitigation. A financial sector respondent shared: 

”We received an alert from a national CERT in Europe about a phishing campaign targeting our sector. 
This early warning allowed us to patch vulnerabilities before the attackers could exploit them.” – R3 

6.4 Recommendations Based on Empirical Findings 

Analysis of interview data yielded four key recommendations, each supported by multiple respondents: 

• Standardized Frameworks (endorsed by 12 respondents): Development of universal protocols for 
threat intel- ligence sharing 

• Trust-Building Mechanisms (supported by 10 participants): Implementation of regular joint exercises 
and transparent information exchange protocols 

• Capacity Building (emphasised by eight respondents): Focused support for developing nations to 
enhance their cybersecurity capabilities 

• Technology Integration (recommended by 8 participants): Deployment of AI-driven platforms for 
secure, real- time information sharing 

The findings demonstrate that while global collaboration presents significant challenges, cybersecurity 
professionals strongly agree on its necessity and steps to achieve it. The data particularly emphasises the need 
for balanced ap- proaches that address international cooperation’s technical and organisational aspects. 

7. Conclusion 
This study provides empirical evidence for the critical role of global collaboration in addressing Advanced 
Persistent Threats (APTs). Based on qualitative insights from 19 cybersecurity professionals across diverse 
sectors and regions, the findings demonstrate the necessity and complexity of international coordination in 
combating sophisticated cyber threats. 

7.1 Summary of Key Findings 

Our research reveals three critical dimensions of global cybersecurity collaboration: 

• Consensus on Collaboration: A significant majority (15 of 19 participants) emphasized that effective 
APT defence requires a coordinated international response, particularly given the transnational nature 
of these threats. 

• Implementation Barriers: The study identified three primary obstacles to effective collaboration: trust 
deficits between nations (cited by 10 participants), lack of standardized protocols (identified by 12 
respondents), and disparities in cybersecurity maturity across regions (emphasized by 8 participants). 

• Sectoral Variations: The research demonstrates that while APT impacts vary across sectors, 
interconnected global systems mean vulnerabilities in any industry or region can have cascading 
effects worldwide. 

7.2 Research Contributions 

This study makes several significant contributions to the field: 
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• Provides empirical evidence for the specific barriers impeding international cybersecurity collaboration 
• Identifies successful collaborative approaches through documented case examples 
• Offers actionable recommendations based on practitioner insights 
• Demonstrates the critical role of public-private partnerships in strengthening global cybersecurity 

defences 

7.3 Practical Implications 

The findings suggest four key actions for enhancing global cybersecurity coordination: 

• Development of standardized frameworks for threat intelligence sharing 
• Implementation of trust-building mechanisms through joint exercises 
• Investment in capacity building for emerging economies 
• Integration of AI-driven platforms for real-time threat detection and response 

These research findings demonstrate that while APTs pose significant challenges, coordinated global action 
represents the most viable path forward. Success in combating APTs will ultimately depend on the 
international community’s ability to overcome identified barriers and implement these recommendations 
through sustained collaboration across nations, sectors, and organizations. This underscores the evolution of 
cybersecurity from a purely technical challenge to a collective responsibility requiring unprecedented levels of 
coordination and trust-building between diverse stake- holders. 
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