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ABSTRACT

In modern society, IT technology based systems are introduced and operated in various fields such as home, industry, and
finance. To ensure the safety of society, IT systems introduced throughout society should be protected from cyber attacks.
Understanding and checking the current security status of the system is one of the important tasks to response effectively against
cyber attacks. In this paper, we analyze limitations of Game Theory and Attack Tree methodologies used to inspect for security
vulnerabilities. Based on this, we propose a security vulnerability quantification method that complements the limitations of both
methodologies. This provides a more objective and systematic way to inspect for security weaknesses.
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