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| ABSTRACT

Investment organizations now face greater cybersecurity risks as financial services become increasingly digitalized. Wherein the
high-value transactions, sensitive client data, third-party platforms, and real-time operational systems are closely
interconnected. The opinions of investment firm specialists on which specific risks pose the greatest threat to financial stability
have not received as much attention as cyber risk, even though cyber risk has been thoroughly investigated using technological
and quantitative approaches. This study used a qualitative case study to address the following research question: Which
cybersecurity threats have the greatest impact on the financial stability of investment businesses? Semi-structured interviews
with seven professionals in investment company settings were analyzed using thematic analysis informed by the Technology
Acceptance Model, Risk Management Theory, and Contingency Theory. The findings demonstrate that the most serious threats
are phishing, social engineering, third-party vendor risks, and the development of external threat vectors, as they have the
potential to interfere with business operations, jeopardize data integrity, impair regulatory compliance, and erode investor
confidence. The report argues that investment firms should view cybersecurity as a fundamental financial stability concern rather
than a strictly technical function, and offers qualitative, theory-driven insights into cybersecurity threat prioritization.

| KEYWORDS

Cybersecurity, financial stability, investment firms, phishing, qualitative case study, risk management, third-party risk.

| ARTICLE INFORMATION

ACCEPTED: 01 June 2026 PUBLISHED: 29 July 2026 DOI: 10.32996/jcsts.2026.8.8.16

1. Introduction

The financial services sector has undergone a rapid digital transition driven by automation, cloud-based systems, mobile
platforms, and integrated transaction infrastructure. Although these developments increase efficiency and market access, they
also increase investment firms' susceptibility to cyberattacks [1], [2]. Investment firms are especially desirable targets because
they handle sensitive customer data, manage portfolios, enable high-value transactions, and depend on continuous digital
availability. Due to these circumstances, a cybersecurity incident may affect not just information systems but also operations,
investor confidence, financial stability, and regulatory consequences [3], [4]. As a result, cybersecurity is no longer a minor
technological concern. It is now a financial and organizational risk that interacts with human behavior, technological adoption,
risk management, governance, and regulatory compliance [5], [€]. Earlier studies have highlighted major financial issues, such as
data breaches, ransomware, phishing, insider risk, third-party vulnerabilities, and advanced persistent threats [7], [8].
Nevertheless, a more comprehensive qualitative examination of the financial stability implications of these threats in investment
business settings is required, as the severity of a cyber threat is determined by technological exposure and by how experts
understand, prioritize, and respond to risk.
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Previous research has frequently used quantitative models, breach-cost analysis, technical protections, and regulatory
frameworks to address cybersecurity. The lived and professional perspectives of employees of investment firms that address
cybersecurity concerns in actual organizational contexts constitute a significant gap left by this research, despite its value.
Because qualitative research captures how organizations perceive vulnerability, how threat categories relate to financial
implications, and how threats are perceived, it can help close this gap [21], [24].

Only the threat-identification aspect of the larger investigation is the focus of this paper. It asks: Which cybersecurity risks have
the greatest impact on the financial stability of investment firms? The study makes three contributions. It begins by identifying
the cyber threats that experts at investment firms believe have the greatest impact on financial stability. Second, it links these
risks to the Technology Acceptance Model, Risk Management Theory, and Contingency Theory. Third, it has useful implications
for investment businesses looking to enhance threat prioritization, vendor supervision, staff knowledge, and cybersecurity
governance.

1.1 Research Question
Which cybersecurity threats have the most significant effects on investment firms' financial stability?
2. Literature Review

2.1 Cybersecurity Threats in Financial Organizations

As financial institutions increasingly depend on interconnected digital platforms, cybersecurity risks in financial companies have
become more frequent and complex [1] [3]. Because they operate within a broader financial ecosystem that connects client
accounts, trading platforms, vendor systems, cloud services, internal users, and regulatory reporting procedures, investment
firms are vulnerable to cyber risk. Consequently, technical, operational, and financial sectors may be affected by cybersecurity
incidents [6], [18].

Since the systems are encrypted, vital activities are disrupted, and there is pressure to secure a quick financial recovery,
ransomware remains one of the most disruptive cyberthreats [8]. Operational downtime is particularly harmful to financial
institutions since delays in transaction processing, client service, or portfolio management can affect both revenue and trust.
Costs for recovery, legal assessment, business disruption, and reputational repair can be considerable even when ransom
payments are not made.

Because they exploit human judgment rather than technological flaws, phishing and social engineering pose major risks.
Phishing employs misleading messages to install malicious software, steal credentials, or persuade users to engage in risky
activities [5], [14]. By influencing urgency, authority, familiarity, or trust, social engineering increases this danger. Employees are
frequently the means by which attackers get beyond technical safeguards, according to human-factor research [4], [13].
Investment businesses may be able to access confidential systems, customer information, or internal processes with just one
compromised credential.

Insider attacks make cybersecurity much more difficult because they might be deliberate or inadvertent. Employees, contractors,
or privileged users may misuse access, mishandle data, ignore security precautions, or unintentionally permit breaches [4], [16].
Insider risk is especially significant in financial firms, as customer trust and regulatory compliance depend heavily on secrecy,
integrity, and access controls. As investment firms rely more and more on vendors for cloud hosting, analytics, cybersecurity
tools, transaction services, data management, and compliance support, third-party and supply chain risks have become
increasingly important. Vulnerabilities that are not directly under the company's control may be introduced by external sources.
Because flaws in one vendor environment may impact several financial institutions, supply-chain risk is a systemic concern [6],
[18].

2.2 Cybersecurity and Financial Stability

The ability of investment firms to sustain dependable operations, secure assets, maintain data integrity, adhere to rules, and
maintain investor trust in the face of internal and external upheavals is referred to in this study as financial stability. Cyber risks in
both direct and indirect ways impact financial stability. Direct routes include things like service interruptions, remediation
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expenses, fraud losses, incident response fees, and recovery delays. Reputational harm, regulatory scrutiny, client mistrust,
liquidity pressure, and diminished market confidence are examples of indirect channels [17], [18].

The importance of cybersecurity risk is increased by financial institutions' interconnectivity. Clients, data suppliers, payment
systems, related companies, and counterparties may all be impacted by a cyber event that starts in one business [9]. Because
investment firms operate in time-sensitive marketplaces where accuracy, consistency, and confidence are critical, this systemic
feature is crucial. Therefore, cybersecurity should be included in enterprise risk management rather than only information
technology [12], [20].

Financial businesses must invest in cybersecurity while balancing costs, usability, regulatory pressure, and operational efficiency,
which poses a governance challenge, according to the literature [20], [22]. Overdependence on technological controls might
overlook differences in organizational context, vendor exposure, and human conduct. The need for a qualitative study into how
professionals recognize the risks that most immediately threaten financial stability is made clear by this discrepancy.

3. Theoretical Framework

Three complementary theories serve as the foundation for this paper: the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), Contingency
Theory, and Risk Management Theory. When combined, these frameworks facilitate the examination of financial, organizational,
and behavioral risks associated with cybersecurity threats. Systematic risk identification, evaluation, prioritizing, mitigation, and
monitoring are highlighted by risk management theory [12], [20]. The idea in this study explains why investment businesses need
to determine which cyber threats pose the greatest risk to financial stability. The initial phase in significant risk prioritization is
recognizing threats. Failing to identify the most critical threats can jeopardize the effective use of cybersecurity resources or
leave companies unprepared for significant incidents.

According to contingency theory, organizational responses ought to be appropriate to the environment in which they function
[22], [23]. Not all investment organizations face the same level of cybersecurity risk. The way cybersecurity threats are perceived
and addressed is influenced by several factors, including firm size, digital maturity, regulatory exposure, vendor dependence,
budget, and organizational culture. Therefore, a context-dependent rather than one-size-fits-all understanding of cybersecurity
risk is supported by contingency theory.

Technology adoption and use are influenced by perceived utility, perceived ease of use, and user attitudes, as explained by TAM
[25]. Since many of the risks found in this study rely on human behavior, TAM is pertinent to cybersecurity. Employee
comprehension, trust, and appropriate use of cybersecurity tools and procedures influence phishing, social engineering, and
insider errors. As a result, the framework helps link user behavior to financial risk and threat exposure.

4. Methodology

The cybersecurity risks thought to have the greatest impact on investment businesses' financial stability were investigated using
a qualitative case study design. Because the research topic focused on professional opinions, organizational experience, and
contextual interpretation rather than statistical measurement, a qualitative approach was appropriate [21], [24]. The larger
dissertation study comprised seven participants. Professionals with expertise in cybersecurity, risk management, technology
systems, or operational procedures in investment company settings, such as project managers, system analysts, and IT
developers, were among the participants. To find people with relevant expertise, purposeful sampling was employed [19].

Data was collected through semi-structured interviews. Participants consistently explained threat experiences, organizational
vulnerabilities, and perceived financial stability implications in their own words throughout the interviews. Thematic analysis
criteria, such as coding, pattern recognition, theme development, and interpretation, were adhered to in the analysis [15], [24].
The cybersecurity threat landscape, including phishing attacks, social engineering, third-party vendor concerns, and evolving
external threat vectors, was the main theme of the research question.

5. Findings
Participants viewed cybersecurity concerns as ongoing, external, and persistent hazards to investment firms, according to the

study's research question. The main risks identified are changing external threat vectors, social engineering, phishing scams, and
third-party provider vulnerabilities. The research question is consistent with these results.
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Table 1. Critical cybersecurity threats and financial stability impact

Threat Evidence from interviews Financial stability impact
Phishin Daily phishing attempts; a single Credential compromise; system and
9 employee's click can grant access. client-service disruption.
. . . Attackers use urgency, authority, and Bypassed controls; unauthorized access;
Social engineering . .
internal-looking messages. weakened trust.
. . Reliance on external systems with Supply-chain exposure; operational and
Third-party vendor risk L S y pp){ . P P
limited visibility. data-risk spillover.
. Persistent adaptive threats, including Incident response costs, regulatory and
Evolving external vectors .
ransomware and data breaches. reputational exposure.

5.1 Phishing Attacks

The most often mentioned threat in the research question results was phishing. Because phishing directly targets employees and
can provide an entry point into company systems, participants assessed it as a persistent and practical threat. Participant 4 said,
"We encounter phishing emails nearly daily, and if just one individual click, it can pave the way for cyber attackers.” This
guotation demonstrates that participants viewed phishing as a persistent operational threat rather than an infrequent
annoyance.

Phishing's impact on financial stability stems from its capacity to convert human error into system risk. Credential theft, illegal
access, data compromise, or disruption of client-related processes are all possible outcomes of a successful phishing attempt.
According to participant 1, these kinds of situations could result in "major disruption to our systems and client interactions." This
result is consistent with studies indicating that phishing is one of the most prevalent and dangerous cyber threats businesses
must address [2], [5], and [14].

5.2 Social Engineering

One similar but different threat that has emerged is social engineering. In general, social engineering entails psychological
manipulation, whereas phishing frequently refers to misleading messages. Attackers "play on urgency or authority," according to
participant 6, which might even cause experienced workers to make mistakes. This research further supports the significance of
human susceptibility in cybersecurity outcomes.

According to participant 2, some attempts "appear to be coming from someone inside the company, which makes them more
convincing." For investment organizations, this is crucial, since internal communication might circumvent common suspicion and
increase the risk of risky behavior. Social engineering can compromise the integrity of internal procedures, lead to illegal
activities, and erode confidence in communication networks from a financial stability perspective. The result is consistent with
human-factor research, which highlights that behavior-based hazards cannot be completely prevented by technical controls
alone [4], [13].

5.3 Third-Party Vendor Risk

Risk from third-party vendors was another significant issue. Investment firms rely on outside platforms, vendors, and service
providers, but they don't necessarily have complete visibility into those providers' security procedures, participants stressed.
Participant 7 said, "Any breach on their end immediately impacts us, because we rely heavily on external systems.” This suggests
that direct company exposure may result from vendor exposure.

Participant 3 also stated, "We have to trust that our vendors are handling it properly because we don't always have full insight
into their security measures." This result aligns with research demonstrating that reliance on third parties can increase systemic
cyber risk [6], [18], and with the NIST Cybersecurity Framework's emphasis on supply-chain risk management [3]. Even when the
initial breach occurs outside the company, third-party incidents can disrupt services, compromise shared data, create legal
requirements, or undermine client confidence, all of which affect financial stability [11].

5.4 Evolving External Threat Vectors

Additionally, participants characterized the overall cybersecurity threat landscape as dynamic and enduring. Despite being the
most well-defined research question threats, ransomware, data breaches, and sophisticated attacks were among the many

Page | 234



JCSTS 8(8): 231-237

external threat vectors. Ransomware literature indicates that these incidents can incur significant recovery costs and quickly
disrupt operations [8].

According to the research, investment firms view cybersecurity as a dynamic risk environment rather than a static collection of
dangers. This is important because being prepared for evolving risks is essential to financial stability. When attackers modify
tactics or exploit new technologies, remote access, cloud dependencies, or supplier vulnerabilities, controls that target a single
type of attack might not be sufficient [7], [10].

6. Discussion

6.1 Interpretation of Findings

The results show that cybersecurity risks that combine high likelihood, human vulnerability, and operational consequence are the
most serious dangers to the financial stability of investment organizations. Phishing was noteworthy due to its frequency and the
fact that it only takes one successful staff action to spread awareness. Social engineering was significant because it exploits trust,
authority, or urgency to bypass technical protections. Because it expands the firm's attack surface outside organizational
boundaries, third-party vendor risk is substantial. Because they reflect the dynamic nature of cyber risk, evolving external vectors
were significant.

These findings support Risk Management Theory by demonstrating that threat identification is foundational to financial stability.
Without determining which cyberthreats are most critical to business continuity, data integrity, compliance, and investor trust,
investment firms cannot effectively prioritize measures [12], [20]. Because contextual factors, including vendor dependence, staff
knowledge, digital development, and regulatory duties, shape organizations' vulnerability, the findings also corroborate
Contingency Theory [22], [23]. Because phishing and social engineering demonstrate how users' behavior, comprehension, and
acceptance of security procedures affect the effectiveness of technology, TAM is represented in the results [25].

The results also demonstrate the various ways in which cyber dangers pose a threat to financial stability. System interruption,
transaction delays, and poor client communication are examples of operational mechanisms. Loss of confidence following a
perceived breach of information security is one of the reputational processes. Compliance investigations, reporting requirements,
and potential fines are examples of regulatory procedures. Recovery costs, remediation costs, lost revenue, and indirect harm to
business value are examples of financial mechanisms [17], [20].

6.2 Implications for Practice

The research suggests that investment businesses treat social engineering and phishing as strategic threats rather than as
widespread public awareness issues. Training should be continuous, scenario-based, and related to actual business operations.
Moreover, firms should have reporting mechanisms in place that allow workers to report dubious assertions without fear of
retaliation.

Third-party risk management should receive more attention from governance. Vendor evaluations should include cybersecurity
controls, incident response procedures, data handling requirements, and monitoring capabilities. As participants stated they had
limited visibility into vendors' security procedures, companies should strengthen contractual requirements, expand audit rights,
and maintain ongoing third-party risk assessments.

Cybersecurity measures should be incorporated into financial risk reporting at the business level. Information on phishing
exposure, vendor risk posture, incident response preparedness, and potential financial implications should be provided to boards
and top executives, along with details on technical controls. This would enhance decision-making by aligning cybersecurity with
enterprise risk management.

7. Limitations

There are several limitations to this study. First, the sample may include only seven participants. Although this allows for in-depth
analysis and is suitable for qualitative research, it restricts statistical generalizability [19], [21]. Second, the study used self-
reported participant perceptions, which could be impacted by company culture, role, memory, or confidentiality restrictions.
Third, transferability to other financial institutions, such as commercial banks, insurance companies, or credit unions, is
constrained by the emphasis on investment businesses. Lastly, because cybersecurity threats are constantly evolving, the threat
environment described in this study may change as attackers adopt new tools and techniques.
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8. Future Scope

This study should be expanded upon in future research by incorporating larger, more varied samples across various financial
sectors. The association between particular hazard categories and quantifiable financial effects, including recovery costs,
downtime, regulatory fees, and client attrition, could be examined through quantitative research. Comparative research could
examine how perceptions of threat severity vary across small, mid-sized, and large investment enterprises. Future research
should also examine emerging concerns, including deepfake-enabled fraud, automated social engineering, Al-enabled phishing,
cloud misconfiguration, and advanced persistent threats [11]. Given the significance of third-party risk, further research should
examine how supply-chain monitoring, contractual controls, and vendor governance affect investment firms' financial stability.

9. Conclusion

This paper investigated the cybersecurity risks deemed most important to the financial stability of investment organizations.
Because they can interfere with operations, jeopardize data integrity, erode compliance, and undermine investor trust, the results
demonstrate that phishing, social engineering, third-party vendor risks, and developing external threat vectors are major
concerns. The study shows that cybersecurity risk in investment organizations involves financial, organizational, and behavioral
factors rather than just technological ones. The study emphasizes the need for integrated cybersecurity solutions that address
vendor exposure, human behavior, and adaptive threat environments, drawing on Risk Management Theory, Contingency
Theory, and TAM. As a fundamental corporate risk management function, cybersecurity should be given top priority by
investment firms, and controls should be constantly adjusted to reflect the changing threat landscape.
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