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Cyber Threat Trend Analysis Dedicated to Science and
Technology Field Based on Incident Response Dataset

Mi-Kyoung Kim’, Youn-Su Lee’
ABSTRACT

Accurately analyzed data about cyber threat situation is required to research and develop of incident response technique and
information security system actively, because hacking techniques are becoming more intelligent and diverse. In this paper, we analyzed
cyber threat trend dedicated to S&T filed by using large amounts of actual incident response dataset collected by S&T-SEC. Analyzed

results are useful to researchers and security officer who develop and enhance the incident response technique or establish a security

policy as a basic dataset.
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Table 1. Incident Response Results by S&T-SEC
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