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Failing

and What Al/ML & DTM-Driven
SOCs Do Differently

A Strategic Analysis for Security Leaders



Why Security Tool Consolidation Is Failing and What Al/ML & DTM-Driven SOCs Do Differently

Executive Summary

The cybersecurity industry stands at an inflection point. Despite billions invested in

security tool consolidation over the past decade, modern Security Operations
Centers (SOCs) face mounting challenges: alert fatigue overwhelming analysts,
fragmented visibility across hybrid environments, and attackers who move faster

than traditional defenses can respond.

This whitepaper examines why conventional approaches to security consolidation
have failed to deliver promised outcomes, and presents a fundamentally different
paradigm: Al/ML and Dynamic Threat Model (DTM) driven SOCs that correlate,

contextualize, and respond to threats at machine speed.

Key findings reveal that modern security failures are not caused by a lack of tools,
but by platforms that were never designed to think across identities, endpoints,
networks, and cloud environments in real time. The distinction between tool
consolidation and true intelligence unification represents the critical success factor

for enterprise security in 2025 and beyond.
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The False Promise of Security Consolidation

Security tool sprawl has been identified as a critical challenge for over a decade. The average
enterprise now operates 45-75 distinct security tools, creating integration nightmares, visibility gaps,
and operational inefficiencies. The industry response has been consolidation-promising unified

platforms that combine multiple security functions.

Yet the results have been disappointing. Organizations that consolidated their security stacks still
report:

e 80-90% false positive rates are overwhelming SOC analysts

e Mean Time to Detect (MTTD) is measured in days or weeks, not minutes

» Correlation gaps that attackers exploit for lateral movement

 Integration costs consume 30-40% of security budgets

» Skills gaps requiring specialists for each consolidated module

The False Promise of Security Consolidation

False Positive Rate

Overwhelming SOC analysts
Days or weeks

Mean Time to Detect

Mot minutes

Integration Costs

Security budgets
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Why “Consolidated” Platforms Still Fail
Many “consolidated” platforms still operate as collections of loosely integrated modules-each
producing alerts independently-leaving analysts to perform the hardest work: correlation and decision-

making.

The fundamental problem is architectural. Traditional consolidation approaches aggregate data into a
central repository (SIEM data lake), then apply rules and queries after the fact. This post-ingest
correlation model has inherent limitations:

e Static rules require continuous manual tuning

e Human analysts must manually correlate alerts from different modules

* Threat detection occurs too late - after data storage, not during ingestion

e Each module operates with a limited context from other domains

Why Traditional SIEM-Led SOCs Cannot Scale

Architectures built around post-ingest search and human-driven investigation struggle when
environments exceed tens of thousands of Events Per Second (EPS), especially in identity-heavy and

cloud-first organizations.

The Human Bottleneck
Traditional SOC models place human analysts at the center of the detection and response process.
Analysts must:

1.Triage thousands of alerts daily (average analyst handles 20-30 per hour)

2.Manually correlate events across disparate systems

3.Investigate each alert context through multiple tool interfaces

4.Make response decisions based on incomplete information

5.Execute remediation actions across multiple platforms

Trusted by 9,300+ customers worldwide | Monitoring over 1.3 trillion security events per day
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The EPS Challenge

Enterprise environments now generate massive telemetry volumes. A mid-sized organization typically
produces 50,000-100,000 EPS, while large enterprises may exceed 500,000 EPS. National SOCs and
telecommunications providers require platforms capable of handling 1.5 million EPS or more.

Traditional SIEM architectures face fundamental scaling limitations:

Challenge Traditional SIEM Al/ML-Native Platform

Storage Cost Linear with data volume Intelligent data reduction

Query Performance Degrades with scale Real-time stream processing
Correlation Latency Minutes to hours Sub-second

Analyst Scalability Requires 1:1 headcount 70%+ automation enables scale

Traditional SIEM vs. Al/ML-Native Platform

characteristic Traditional Al/ML-Native

Query Performance

Correlation Latency Sub-second

Analyst Scalability
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The Paradigm Shift: From Tool-Centric to Intelligence-Centric SOCs

The fundamental distinction between failing consolidation efforts and successful modern SOC

architectures lies in when and how intelligence is applied to security telemetry.

The Old Model: Store First, Think Later
e Collect everything from all sources
e Store everything in a central data lake
e Apply static rules and queries retrospectively

* Investigate alerts after generation

The New Model: Think First, Alert Intelligently
e Continuously analyze behavior as data arrives
e Correlate across domains instantly using unified data formats
e Apply Dynamic Threat Models that self-adjust to organizational patterns

e Surface only high-confidence, context-rich incidents

This architectural shift moves intelligence from after alerts are created to before, fundamentally

changing the analyst experience and organizational security outcomes.

The Paradigm Shift: From Tool-Centric to Intelligence-Centric SOCs

Dynamic
Alert & Threat Models
Investigate !
. Continuous Apply self-adjusting
Generate alerts after . threat models to intellj t
; Analysis s meiigen
data collection, identify complex r
Collect & Store investigate mamually Analyze behavior as patterns Alerti ng
Gather all data, store data arrives, Surface only high-
centrally, apply static correlate across confidence, context-
rules retrospectively damains instantly rich incidents
® ® ] @ ]
Old Model Old Model New Model New Model New Model
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What Defines an Al-Native SOC

The term “Al” has become ubiquitous in security marketing, leading to confusion between genuinely
Al-native platforms and traditional tools with ML features bolted on. Understanding the distinction is

critical for investment decisions.

Dynamic Threat Models (DTM)
Traditional SIEM solutions rely on static rules that require continuous manual tuning. Al-native
platforms employ Dynamic Threat Models that leverage machine learning to:
» Self-Adjust: Automatically adapt to organizational behavior patterns without manual rule writing
* Reduce False Positives: Intelligent filtering based on contextual understanding achieves 95%
reduction
» Accelerate Deployment: Deliver value from day one without extensive tuning periods

e Continuous Learning: Improve accuracy through ongoing model refinement with new threat data

Critical differentiator: Al-native platforms are trained on live operational telemetry, not static datasets,

enabling them to adapt as environments change without manual intervention.

Behavioral Analytics Engine
Comprehensive behavioral analytics provides the foundation for detecting sophisticated attacks that
evade signature-based detection:
User Entity Behavior Analytics (UEBA)
» Baseline Establishment: ML-driven normal behavior patterns for users and entities
e Anomaly Detection: Identification of deviations indicating potential threats
¢ Risk Scoring: Dynamic risk assessment based on behavioral analysis

¢ Insider Threat Detection: Advanced detection of malicious insider activities

Trusted by 9,300+ customers worldwide | Monitoring over 1.3 trillion security events per day
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Network Behavior Analysis (NBA)
e Traffic Pattern Recognition: Identification of normal vs. abnormal network patterns
e Lateral Movement Detection: Discovery of east-west traffic anomalies
e Command and Control Detection: Identification of C2 communications even with encrypted traffic

e Data Exfiltration Detection: Recognition of unusual data transfer patterns

The Pre-Alert Correlation Advantage
Decisions are made before alerts are created, not after analysts begin investigations. This seemingly
simple principle represents a fundamental architectural difference that determines operational

outcomes.

In traditional architectures, each security domain (endpoint, network, identity, cloud) generates
independent alerts. Analysts must then manually correlate these alerts to understand the attack

context. This process is slow, error-prone, and impossible to scale.

Al-native platforms perform multi-dimensional correlation at the point of data ingestion, using unified
data formats that enable instant cross-domain analysis. The result: fewer, higher-fidelity alerts with

complete attack context already assembled.

Operational Impact: What Changes for Security Teams

The shift to Al/ML and DTM-driven SOCs delivers measurable improvements across all key

operational metrics.

Alert Quality Transformation

Teams experience fewer alerts not because data is ignored, but because events are correlated,

contextualized, and risk-scored automatically before reaching human analysts.
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False Positive Rate 80-90% <5% (95% reduction)
MTTD Hours to Days <5 Minutes

MTTR Hours to Days <90 Seconds (automated)
Automation Rate 10-20% 70%+

Analyst Productivity 20-30 alerts/hour 3-5x improvement

Automated Response Capabilities
Modern threat speed mandates immediate, machine-driven containment. SOAR 4.0 capabilities
integrated with Al-native platforms deliver automated response workflows:

¢ Endpoint Isolation: Quarantine affected hosts from internal networks instantly

Account Revocation: Automatically revoke user access via IAM integration

Network Blocking: Integrate with firewalls to block C2 communications

Evidence Collection: Automated forensic data preservation

Playbook Execution: Pre-configured responses for common threat scenarios

Automated Threat Response Workflow

Account Evidence
Threat Revocation Collection

Detection
OQ User access is Forensic data s
Al-native platform Y revoked via 1AM g preserved for
identifies a threat & integration analysis

@ Endpoint fe) Network :ﬁ Playbook
é Isolation f“& Blocking = Execution

Affected hosts are C2 communications Pre-configured
quarantined from the are blocked by responses are
netwaork firewalls executed
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Enterprise and National-Scale Reality

In multi-agency and large enterprise environments, effective security platforms must support true
multi-tenancy, shared analytics, and centralized intelligence—without duplicating infrastructure or cost

per tenant.

Scale Requirements
Platforms designed for national or enterprise scale must handle:
* Hundreds of thousands of identities across hybrid environments

 Sustained high EPS (1.5 million+ for national SOCs) without performance degradation

Processing capacity exceeding 1 trillion events daily

Multi-tenant architectures that maintain data isolation

Flexible deployment (on-premises, cloud, hybrid) based on regulatory requirements

National SOC Scale Requirements

ldentity Management Deployment
Handling hundreds of Flexibility
thousands of identities Event Processing Flexible deployment
across hybrid Processing over a trillion options based on
environments events daily regulatory requirements
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EPS Performance Multi-Tenancy
Sustaining high EPS Maintaining data
without performance izolation in mulkti-tenant
degradation architectures
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Economic Considerations

11

Consolidating SIEM, XDR, SOAR, UEBA, NDR, and ITDR into a single unified platform delivers

substantial economic benefits:

» 47-58% licensing cost reduction by replacing redundant tools

84% integration cost savings by eliminating custom connectors

70% SOC operational cost reduction through automation and unified visibility
3-5x analyst productivity gains via single interface and high automation

6-9 month ROl with $§2.5M-$4.2M annual savings vs multi-vendor approaches

Economic Benefits of Unified Security Platforms

Licensing Cost
Reduction
Replacing redundant
tocls with a single
platform significantly
lowers licensing
EXpENSes.

D,

&)

S0C Operational

Cost Reduction
Automation and unified Th
visibility lower the offe
operational costs of

Security Operations
Centers.

&
S22

Integration Cost

Savings

Eliminating custom
connectors reduces the
costs associgted with
integrating various

A Practical Path Forward

security tools.

=
e

Analyst Productivity
Gains
A single interface and
high automation boost
analyst productivity.

ROl and Annual

Savings
e unified platform
rs & quick retum on
investment and

substantial annual

savings.
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Organizations evaluating security platform investments should apply rigorous criteria that distinguish

genuine Al-native capabilities from marketing claims.

Platform Evaluation Criteria

Unified Architecture: Does the platform unify detection, response, and behavior analytics in a single

architecture—or integrate separate products through APIs and scripts?

Trusted by 9,300+ customers worldwide | Monitoring over 1.3 trillion security events per day
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Pre-Alert Correlation: Does intelligence and correlation happen before alerts are created, or after

analysts begin investigations?

Dynamic Threat Models: Do threat models self-adjust to organizational patterns, or require continuous

manual tuning?

Cross-Domain Visibility: Can the platform correlate identity, endpoint, network, cloud, and OT

telemetry in real time?

Automation Maturity: What percentage of incidents can be handled through fully automated

workflows?

Measurable Outcomes: Can the vendor demonstrate sub-5-minute MTTD/MTTR and 95%+ false

positive reduction in production environments?

Unified
Architecture
Integrates detection,

response, and analytics
in one system.

Dynamic Threat
Models
Self-adjusting threat

models that adapt to
organizational patterns.

Automation
Maturity
Handles incidents

through fully automated
workflows.

Platform Evaluation Criteria
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Platform
Evaluation

W

Pre-Alert
Correlation
Correlates intelligence

before alerts are
generated.

Cross-Domain
Visibility
Correlates telemetry
across identity,

endpoint, network,
cloud, and OT.

Measurable
Outcomes

Demonstrates sub-5-
minute MTTD/MTTR
and 95%+ false positive
reduction.
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Implementation Approach
Successful deployment of Al-native security platforms follows a phased approach:
Phase 1: Foundation (Weeks 1-4)

* Deploy core platform with existing data source integration

e Establish behavioral baselines for critical users and systems

e Target: 95% asset discovery and classification

Phase 2: Detection Optimization (Weeks 5-8)
e Activate advanced behavioral analytics and cross-domain correlation
» Deploy identity security monitoring (ITDR capabilities)

e Target: 90% reduction in false positive alerts

Phase 3: Response Automation (Weeks 9-12)
e Configure SOAR playbooks for common threat scenarios
e Deploy automated containment and response workflows

e Target: 70% automation rate for routine incidents



Security Tool Consolidation

Streamline Your Security Stack for Maximum Efficiency and Protection

Four Pillars of Challenges

© &

45+ 15M+
Average security tools Integration points
per enterprise across disparate

o (3)

30% $5M+
Tool capabilities Average annual cost
overlap causing for security tool

organization security systems redundancy sprawl
Current Impact Level
3 @) B2
AN 2
85-241 2.5 hrs 90% Limited Visibility

Days average breach dwell
time with traditional tools

Daily productivity lost
per security analyst

Fragmented security data
across multiple consoles

False positive rate
causing alert fatigue

Current Problems

Tool sprawl: Multiple overlapping security solutions
causing complexity and inefficiency

Integration nightmares: Countless point-to-point
connections requiring constant maintenance

Alert fatigue: Analysts overwhelmed with 10,000+
daily alerts with 90% false positives

Visibility gaps: Fragmented security data prevents
comprehensive threat detection

Resource drain: Teams spend more time managing
tools than hunting threats

Compliance challenges: Weeks needed for audit
preparation across disparate systems

Skills shortage: Need experts for each individual
security product

7
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Consolidated Solution

Unified platform: Single XDR/SIEM combining SOAR,
NDR, EDR, and threat intelligence

Native integrations: Pre-built connectors eliminate
custom integration work

Al-powered correlation: Machine learning reduces
false positives to under 5%

360° visibility: Complete security posture view from
one dashboard

Automated response: SOAR orchestration enables
sub-minute threat containment

Continuous compliance: Automated audit readiness
in hours, not weeks

Simplified operations: Single platform expertise
instead of dozens of tools

Results

<5 min <90 sec
Mean Time to Detect (vs Mean Time to Respond (vs
85-241 days) 32-48 hours)

3 A
40%+ <5%

Cost Reduction through False positive rate (down
platform consolidation from 90%)

Ready to Consolidate?

Start your security tool consolidation journey today and transform your cybersecurity
operations from chaotic to strategic.
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Conclusion

The future SOC is not a collection of tools. It is a continuous intelligence system, one that learns,

correlates, and responds at machine speed across the entire digital environment.

The threat landscape has fundamentally shifted. Adversaries now operate with nation-state
sophistication, compressing attack timelines to under 48 minutes for ransomware breakout.
Traditional security architectures built on fragmented tools and human-centric workflows cannot

match this velocity.

Al/ML and DTM-driven platforms represent a paradigm shift from reactive breach response to
proactive, automated early-stage interception. Organizations adopting this unified approach gain not
only superior security outcomes but also significant economic advantages- achieving substantial cost

reduction while delivering sub-5-minute detection and response.

The choice is clear: unified, Al-powered platforms that match attacker speed, or continued reliance on
fragmented tools that guarantee prolonged dwell time, expanded breach scope, and catastrophic

business impact.

Key Takeaways
* Tool consolidation without architectural change perpetuates alert fatigue and correlation gaps
* Al-native platforms perform correlation before alerts are created, not after
e Dynamic Threat Models self-adjust to organizational patterns without manual tuning
e Sub-5-minute MTTD/MTTR is achievable with unified, Al-driven architectures

e Economic benefits include 47-58% cost reduction alongside superior security outcomes

Trusted by 9,300+ customers worldwide | Monitoring over 1.3 trillion security events per day



About Seceon
Seceon enables MSPs, MSSPs, and Enterprises to reduce cyber threat risks and their security stack

complexity while greatly improving their ability to detect and block threats, and breaches at scale.
Seceon’s Open Threat Management (OTM) platform augments and automates MSP and MSSP
security services with our Al and ML-powered aiSIEM, aiXDR, and aiMSSP platforms. The platform
delivers gapless coverage by collecting telemetry from logs, identity management, network logs and
flows, endpoints, clouds, and applications. It's all enriched and analyzed in real-time by applying threat
intelligence, Al and ML models built on behavioral analysis, and correlation engines to create reliable,
transparent detections and alerts. Over 700 partners are reselling and/or running the industry's lowest
TCO, efficient security services with automated cyber threat remediation and continuous compliance

for over 9,300 clients.
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